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GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
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W. OSCAR NASH, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
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THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





Premium | 
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$ ” 


| —— ——]— | 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
40 yrs. | 
£2,067 | 





Duration | 10yrs. 


| Amount of Policy | £1,199 | 
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£1,724 
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Current Topics. 


WE azz informed that, in accordance with the notice given in 
the London Gazette of the 6th of October last, general rules have 
been made pursuant to section 26 of the Companies (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890, and the Judicature Act, 1881, amending and 
consolidating the existing rules relating to the winding up of 
companies ; and that an order has also been made prescribing 
a revised scale of fees to be paid in respect of sooo under 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. The new rules and 
scale of fees will come into operation on the Ist of January, 
1904, and copies may then be purchased from the King’s 


printers. 





Tue Fact that in a case of some interest which has just been 
tried on circuit the counsel for the plaintiff was specially retained 
may help to remind us that special retainers in cases tried at the 
assizes are less common than they used to be. There is no 
doubt that Lord Erxsinz, when at the bar, had many special 
retainers, and Sir James Scartetr mentions in his memoirs 
that he had numerous applications to attend circuits, to which 
he did not belong, upon special retainers. The reason for the 
decline in the number of special retainers may possibly be 
found in the fact that at the present day there is 
a growing tendency to try cases of importance in 
London. In a larger country than England, and where 
trials of importance often take place at a distance from 
the ths or chief cities, we may expect to see that 
eminent advocates, like eminent physicians, will be invited to 
make long journeys in the discharge of their duties. We believe 
that this is the case on the Continent and in the United States of 
America. But we have not heard of any retainer since that of 
Serjeant BatLanTinE in the defence of the Guikwar of Baroda 
which has taken an advocate so far from the courts in which he 


is accustomed to practise. 


Counry county judges, in dealing with judgment summonses 
and applications for orders of commitment, often complain of the 
extent to which retail shopkeepers sell their goods on credit, and 
suggest that the English law might be amended by shortening 
the period of limitation. It is well known that the period of 
limitation with regard to simple contract debts is much shorter 
in Scotland and upon the Continent than it is in this country, but 








| is in prosecutions under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, we are 
s ' ; | not sure that it would have any material effectin diminishing trans- 
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of examples. Turning to another class—those who buy from 
the shopkeepers at the West End—it may be that a change in 
the law might be beneficial as giving the shopkeeper an excuse 
for shortening the period of credit in the case of those who could 
pay ready money if they would. But it must be remembered 
that this class does not form a very large proportion of the 
population. 





SzveRraL important Acts will come into force on the Ist of 
January next. The one which will excite most popular interest 
is undoubtedly the Motor-car Act, 1903 (8 Ed. 7, c. 36), which 
requires drivers of motor-cars to be licensed, and the cars them- 
selves to bear identifying marks, and which is designed to 
check reckless driving. At present we notice that there isa 
tendency for local authorities not to prepare to put in force the 
provisions of section 9, under which the maximum rate of speed 
can ‘‘ within any limits or place” be reduced from twenty to 
ten miles an hour. This can be done by ‘regulations made 
by the Local Government Board with a view to the safety 
of the public on the application of the local authority 
of the area in which the limits or place are situate.” We 
should have thought it would have been matter of course to 
make such regulations for the main streets of all towns and 
villages. However, the coming year will shew whether the 
motorist is effectually kept in hand. The Poor Prisoners’ 
Defence Act (c. 38) represents a well-intended attempt to 
provide all prisoners with paid legal aid where the necessities 
of the case make such assistance expedient. The Employment 
of Children Act (c. 45) introduces extensive restrictions upon the 
employment of children. There are general restraints on the 
employment of children under fourteen between nine in the 
evening and six in the morning (subject to relaxation by local 
authorities); on the employment of children under eleven in 
street trading ; and on the employment of children in dangerous 
or severe work. And, in addition, local authorities are em- 
powered to regulate the employment of children generally or in 
specified occupations, and to make bye-laws regulating street 
trading by persons under sixteen. Local authorities, in making 
such bye-laws, are to have special regard to the desirability of 
preventing the employment of girls under sixteen in streets or 
_ places. Other Acts coming into operation on the same 
ate are the Patriotic Fund Re-organization Act (c. 20), which 
makes new ) taggese for the administration of the property 
hitherto held by the Patriotic Fund Commission; and the 
Railways (Electrical Power) Act (c. 30), which is intended to 
facilitate the use of electricity for railway traction. 


Tae Companies (Winding-up) Report for 1902, which has 
just been issued, contains some interesting figures as to the 
losses which have resulted from the failure of companies in the 
last ten years. The total capital of the companies which have 
gone into liquidation is £560,651,863, of which £270,774,754 
represents cash capital, and £289,877,109 represents vendors’ 
shares. How much of this has been lost is a matter of estima- 
tion, and the necessary data are defective, because in voluntary 
liquidations there is no provision for securing a return of the 
results of the liquidation. With regard to compulsory liquida- 
tions, the available figures shew an estimated loss to contribu- 
tories of £36,304,447, and to creditors of £12,086,214, making a 
total of £48,390,661, out of which the loss to vendors was upwards 
of 22 millions, and the remaining 26 millions represeats the 
loss to the public. With respect to voluntary liquidations, figures 
are furnished, in cases where the liquidation is not concluded 
within a year, by the return which has to be made under section 
15 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and these figures, 
for companies of which the liquidation began after the 31st of 
December, 1890, and was concluded in the decade from 1893 to 
1902, shew a loss to the share-holding public of £54,548,621 
and to creditors of £9,184,669, and a loss to vendors of 
£56,775,097. Mr. Joun Smiru, the Inspector-General in 
Liquidation, estimates the corresponding figures for liquidations 
which are still outstanding at: loss on cash shares, £96,885,516 ; 
loss to creditors £16,315,208; and loss on vendors’ shares 
£100,844,588. He thus arrives at the huge figure of some 203 
millions as the aggregate loss to the public, whether 





as cash shareholders or creditors, and 179 millions as the 
loss on vendors’ shares. Where the figures are so largely g 
matter of estimation, it is not easy to give them their trug 
importance ; but they are sufficiently reliable to confirm the 
known fact that in many cases the launching of companies hag 
been disastrous. On the other hand, the report does not take 
account of the profits made by successful companies, and of the 
enormous facilities for procuring capital for trade enterprize 
which the company system has created. Mr. Smrru’s con- 
clusions doubtless inculcate the necessity of care, but they do 
not shew that companies as a whole have not been beneficial. 





In THE REPORT just referred to Mr. Smira has naturally 
called attention to a result of the Companies Act, 1900, which 
became apparent very soon after the Act came into operation, 
In the discussions which preceded the Act the distinction 
between public companies—that is, companies which go to the 
public for subscriptions—and private companies was frequently 
adverted to, and attempts were made to place restrictions upon 
the formation of private companies. But simultaneously with 
these discussions the legal position of the ‘‘ one-man company” 
was established by the House of Lords in Salomon’s case (45 
W. R. 193; 1897, A. C. 22), and the House of Lords 
in its legislative capacity forebore to interfere with the 
entity it had sanctioned in its judicial capacity. The 
result was that all the restrictions of the Act of 1900 were 
reserved for companies which went to the public for capital, and 
other companies were comparatively untouched. The result has 
shewn itself partly in a reduction in the total number of 
companies brought out, and also in a still more remark- 
able reduction of companies issuing prospectuses. In 1899 
and 1900 the annual average of new companies was 4,521, 
with a nominal capital of £218,199,689; in 1901 and 1902 
the average had fallen to 3,364, with a nominal capital of 
£142,521,294. And when the proportion of public to private 
companies for 1902 is examined, the disproportion of the one 
class to the other is very marked. Of 3,596 new companies regis- 
tered in that year only 449 companies, with a nominal capital of 
£29,280,619, were companies which went to the public, 
and of these ninety-one failed to obtain a certificate that 
they were authorized to commence business. The remaining 
3,147 companies, with a nominal capital of £147,563,148, 
were either private compafiies properly so called, or at any 
rate they managed to come into existence without an appeal 
to the public. ‘It appears,” concludes Mr. Smrru, “ that the 
number of new companies affected by the provision of the 
Act relating to disclosure of material facts is only a small fraction 
of the total number of companies formed, and that the present 
tendency of company formation is clearly in the direction either 
of ‘one-man’ companies, or of companies which obtain their 
capital without any restriction on allotment or on commencing 
business, and without the disclosure of facts required by section 
10 of the Act.” It is too soon, however, to draw from this 
undoubted fact any reliable inferences, and there should be no 
question at present of re-opening the long controversy which the 
Act of 1900 was intended to close. 





WE NOTIcE an increasing tendency on the part of the 
Legislature to make provision for the assistance of official 
experts in the conduct of judicial investigations. The London 
County Council (General Powers) Act, 1902, which requires 
applications to be made for licences to keep common lodging- 
houses, enacts that if any ‘such licence is refused on the ground 
that the premises are not suitable or suitably equipped for the 
purpose of a common lodging-house, any person aggrieved by 
such refusal may appeal to a metropolitan police magistrate, 
and the magistrate shall have power to appoint a properly- 
qualified surveyor or architect to examine and report to him 
upon the condition of such premises and their suitability for the 
purposes of a common lodging-house. And in the Metropolis 
Water Act, 1902, it is provided that the court of arbitration 
may appoint or employ such number of officers and persons as 
they may think necessary for the purpose of assisting in the 
execution of their duties under this Act. The court of arbitra- 
tion have already intimated that they propose to exercise their 
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powers by appointing an independent valuer with reference to 

rt of their inquiry, saying that they did not wish that 
numerous surveyors should be called to give estimates of value. 
The evidence of scientific witnesses when called by the a 
is often unsatisfactory. They have gradually assumed a hybrid 
character, that of advocate and witness, and one can scarcely 
appreciate the words of a learned judge of another century, ‘‘a 
uestivn of science upon which scientific men will mostly think 
alike.” The practice of the superior courts with regard to 
official experts is curiously wanting in uniformity. Under the 
Judicature Rules the judge in chambers in the Chancery Division 
may obtain the assistance of accountants, merchants, engineers, 
actuaries, and other scientific persons to enable any matter at 
once to be determined, but with regard to trials, in which these 
witnesses are usually called by the parties, the only power which 
the High Court possesses 1s that of hearing the case with the 
assistance of an assessor specially qualified, and this power. is 
rarely, if ever, exercised. On the other hand, it has always been 
the practice for the Court of Admiralty to refer to the registrars 
and merchants the assessment of damages in actions of collision, 
the amounts claimed in actions for wages and necessaries, and on 
bottomry bonds and mortgages. A list of merchants whose 
attendance can be obtained for references is kept in the 
registry. Some uniformity of procedure with regard to the 
employment of official experts in the different divisions of the 
High Court is much to be desired. 





In SEVERAL cases which have recently come before the metro- 
politan police courts, in which the prisoner was charged with 
obtaining goods by false pretences, it appeared that the goods 
were sold to him for cash, and that he paid for them with worth- 
less cheques. It seems to have been possible, at no very remote 
period of our history, to order goods from a tradesman without 
any intention of paying for them, and without any risk from the 
criminal law. It was, of course, and still is, necessary to prove 
the false pretence as an existing fact, and the judges may have 
at one time required stricter proof of such a pretence than they 
do at the present day. But of late years it is not unusual to 
read of convictions where the defendant had meals at a 
restaurant, or stayed for some days at an inn, and was not shewn 
to have said anything about his means or ability to pay for what 
heordered. It was considered sufficient to prove that he ordered 
goods without having the means of paying for them, and that 
the false pretence could be implied from the circums‘ances 
We do not see, therefore, that the case is much strengthened 
by the fact that the prisoner gives a cheque for what 
he has ordered; a cheque for which he has made no provision, 
and which he knows will not be paid. In Reg. v. Hazelton (2 
C. C. R. 134), where the prisoner was indicted for obtaining 
goods by false pretences, it was proved that he ordered goods of 
the prosecutors and said he wished to pay ready money for 
them. He gave cheques on banks where his account was over- 
drawn and without haviog any right to overdraw. It was held 
that there was evidence of the false pretence that the cheques 
were good and valid orders for the payment of their amount. 
The different counts of the indictment were all based upon 
false pretences with regard to these cheques, but the evidence 
would probably have been sufficient, apart from the cheques, to 
establish that the prisoner had no hope or expectation of being 
able to pay for the goods. In the case of a guest staying at an inn, 
and who gives a worthless cheque for the bill rendered to him at 
the end of the week, it would be difficult to say that he obtained 
credit by means of the cheque, while it could probably be 
shewn that he took up his quarters in the inn without having 
the means of paying for what he consumed. 





Ir appzars from the decision of Kexrwioun, J., in Re Cotgrave 
(1908, 2 Ch. 705) that the presentation by a debtor of a petition 
in bankruptey, if followed by an adjudication, is equivalent to 
an alienation by him of his property, so as to cause a forfeiture 
of an interest which is determinable on alienation. A decision 
to this effect under the Bavkruptey Act, 1869, was given by 
Bacon, V.C., in Re Amherst’s Trusts (L. R, 13 Eq..464), where a life 
interest given by will was to be forfeited if the legatee should 













“assign over, assure, mortgage, or in any manner incumber, or 
. . . part from” the income of the trust fund. The tenant for 
life presented a petition for liquidation under the arrangement 
clauses of the Act of 1869, and Bacon, YV.C., held that, since the 
arrangement would result in the vesting of the debtor’s property in 
a trustee, whose title would relate back to the presentation of the 
petition, the debtor had “ parted from” his interest within the 
meaning of the forfeiture clause. This was distinguished in Zz 
parte Lovell (1901, 2 K. B. 16)—a case depending on whether an 
adjudication in bankruptcy of a lessee on his own petition under 
the Act of 1883 was equivalent to an assignment of the lease— 
upon the ground that uader the later Act the adjudication does 
not follow automatically upon the petition. There may be a 
bankruptcy, with the consequent vesting of the debtor’s property 
in a trustee, or the creditors may prefer to accept a composition. 
But in Re Cotgrave, Kexewrcu, J., appears to have found this 
distinction too fine. An interest given by will was to be for- 
feited in the event of the legatee “alienating or incumbering, 
or agreeing to alienate or incumber it.” ‘The legatee presented 
a petition in bankruptcy, and on the same day was adjudicated 
bankrupt on that petition. Thus the petition, although not 
automatically followed by adjudication, was in fact so followed, 
and the adjudication, in the words of the learned judge, was 
“the very consequence which was contemplated by the bank- 
rupt.” Consequently, there was an alienation within the mean- 
ing of the forfeiture clause in the will, and the clause operated. 


WueEn two persons severally become surety for a debtor, a 
question may arise whether, in the event of non-payment, either 
is able to throw the whole of the loss upon the other. In Re 
Denton’s Estate (52 W. R. 93; 1903, 2 Ch. 670) a mortgage of a 
public-house was effected to secure repayment of £4,0U0 and 
interest, and a surety’ joined to covenant for payment up to 
£1,000. The mortgage contained a provision that the mort- 
gagor should insure the debt against loss in the name of the 
mortgagees with a licences insurance corporation. The negotia- 
tions for the insurance were commenced before, and were concluded 
after, the execution of the mortgage; and a mortgage insur- 
ance policy was issued which provided that, in the event of pay- 
ment being required under the policy, the mortgagees should 
transfer to the corporation the mortgage debt and all securities. 
The property was ultimately realized,.and there resulted a loss 
of £985, which was paid by the corporation, who took a transfer of 
the securities, including the surety’s covenant for payment. The 
surety was then dead, and the corporation claimed payment of 
£985 out of his estate. In form the claim was grimd /acis right, 
but it overlooked the fact that, although the corporation had 
procured a transfer of the surety’s covenant and so were in a 
position to prosecute their demand against him, yet the two 
parties—the surety and the corporation—were in fact both 
subject to a common liability, and that to this common liability 
each was bound to contribute. Each was a surety for the pay- 
ment of the mortgage debt, the one for the full amount, the 
other up to £1,000. Hence, according to the judgment of 
Swinren Eapy, J., the liability was apportionable accordingly. 


THE APPELLATE jurisdiction of the Court of Appeal under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, is strictly limited by clause 
(4) of the second schedule to the Act. That is to say, it can only 
entertain an appeal from the decision of a county curt judge on 
a point of law submitted to him by an arbitrator appointed under 
clause (2) of the said schedule, or arising in a case when the 
matter is settled by himself as arbitrator under such last-men- 


tioned clause. As regards matters decided by him after his 
duties as arbitrator have ceased, they cannot be made the subject 
of direct appeal to the Court of Appeal, and it seems to be doubt- 
ful whether any appeal at all will lie in respect of them: see 
Leech vy. Life and Health Assurance Association (49 W. R. 482; 
1901, 1 K. B. 707), Keane v. Nash (88 L. T.79v). In accordance 
with these principles is the recent decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Rigby § Co. v. Coz. There, the employers having applied, 
under clause 12 of Schedule I. to the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, to have the weekly payment to one of their workmen 
reviewed, on the ground that the workman was able to resume 
work, the county court judge dismissed such application, witb 
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costs on Scale B. Upon taxation, the registrar of the county 
court having taxed the costs as if upon an interlocutory appli- 
cation in the arbitration, upon the ground that the county court 
judge had made a general rule, applicable to all his courts, that 
costs on applications to review weekly payments were always to 
be so taxed, application was made to the county court judge for 
an order directing the registrar to review his taxation, which 
order, however, the judge refused to make. It was accordingly 
held, in the case under consideration, that from this decision no 
appeal lay to the Court of Appeal, if indeed any appeal lay at 
all, though in the opinion of Matnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., 
the general rule above referred to as to taxation of costs on 
applications to review weekly payments ought not to have been 
laid down by the county court judge. 





THE casE of The County Council of London v. The South Metro- 
politan Gas Co. (ante, p. 99), which was argued before Joyoz, J., 
and the Court of Appeal, and in which the question was whether 
the official gas examiners were entitled to be admitted to the 
premises of the undertakers, not only on every week-day, but 
also on Sundays, for the purpose of testing the illuminating 
power and purity of the gas, did not involve any general 
principle, but turned principally upon the construction of the 
sections under which the examiners were appointed. There is, 
however, strong ground for contending that, as a general rule, 
Sunday cannot, fur the purpose of performing contracts, be 
regarded as a day in law, and that it is for that purpose to be 
considered as struck out of the calendar, though intervening 
Sundays are to be included in computations of time. And 
although the court may come to the conclusion, from the nature 
of an agreement and from the context, that it was intended to 
supersede this rule and to treat Sunday, so far as the obligation 
of the parties to the contract is concerned, as an ordinary week- 
day, it would always be better to avoid any controversy by 
express stipulation. The same observation applies where 
liabilities such as that in Zhe County Council of London v. The 
South Metropolitan Gas Co. are imposed by statute. We observe 
that in the Metropolis Water Act, 1871, which required the 
metropolitan water companies to provide a constant supply of 
water, it is enacted, by section 6, that from and after the passing 
of the Act, every company shall on Sundays, as on other days, 
supply sufficient pure and wholesome water for the domestic use 
of the inhabitants within their water limits. 





The Meaning of “ Month.” 


Ir is impossible to quarrel with the law laid down by 
FarweEtt, J., in Bruner vy, Moore (reported elsewhere)—assuming, 
that is, that the law is a budy of rules existing apart from, and 
quite uninfluenced \by, the realities of life—but we cannot but 
regret that a judge who before now has shewn himself strong 
enough to take a course of his own has not seen his way to give 
to the term “month” for legal purposes the meaning that it 
invariably has when used without qualification in ordinary lan- 
guage. Presumably there was a time when ‘ month” con- 
veyed the idea of a period of four weeks, and the year contained 
thirteen such lunar months. ‘There is a great difference,” it 
is said in Catesby’s case (5 Rep., p. 62a), ‘in our ordinary 

h between the singular number, as a_ twelvemonth, 
[which] includes all the year, according to the calendar, but 
twelve months shall be reckoned according to twenty-eight days 
to each month.” But, even then, this reckoning was not applied 
where it was inappropriate, and for ecclesiastical purposes the 
reckoning was according to the calendar, which at that time 
apparently was credited with being ecclesiastical. It would 
have been natural, when the calendar became merely secular, to 
treat the old common law rule as obsolete, but instead of 
doing so, the judges perpetuated the distinction that in 
secular matters a month was a lunar month, in ecclesi- 
astical matters it was a calendar month. ‘‘It ‘is very true,” 
said Le Bano, J., in Lang v. Gale(1 M. & S., p. 117), “that 
in matters temporal the term month is understood to 
mean lunar month, whilst in matter ecclesiastical it is deemed 


a 

computation respectively prevails; the term, therefore, is’ taky 
in that sense which is conformable to the subject-matter, 
which it is applied.” And similarly in Bluck v. Rackham (5 My 
P. C., p. 8308) Knicur-Bruce, V.C., observed: “In commy 
law the word ‘month’ means four weeks, but in the ecclesig 
tical courts it means calendar month.” 

The question of the meaning of the word in a modern om, 
tract arose directly in Simpson v. Margitson (11 Q. B. 23), whey 
an auctioneer was employed to sell land under a written om. 
tract that he should have a commission of one per cent., to by 
reduced to one-half per cent. if the estate were not sold withiy 
two months after the day of the auction. A sale was effects 
within two calendar months from the day of auction, but no 
within two lunar months. Wieurman, J., left it to the juryt 
say which meaning the parties had, and the jury, of cours 
found that calendar months were meant. The auctioner, 
accordingly, obtained a verdict for his one per cent. commission, 
but it was held by the Queen’s Bench that there was no evideng 
to justify this conclusion, and a new trial was ordered. “ Itix 
clear,” said Lord Denman, 0.J., in delivering the judgment o 
the court, ‘that the construction of a written contract subject tp 
the exceptions mentioned below, is for the judge. It is alw 
clear that ‘months’ denote at law ‘lunar months,’ unless there is 
admissible evidence of an intention in the parties using the word tp 
denote ‘calendar months.’ If the context shews that calendar 
months were intended, the judge may adopt that construction, 
If the surrounding circumstances, at the time the instrument 
was made, shew that the parties intended to use the word, no 
in its primary or strict sense, but in some secondary meaning, 
the judge may construe it from such circumstances, according 
the intention of the parties. If there is evidence that the worl 
was used in a sense peculiar to a trade, business, or place, the 
jury must say whether the parties used it in that peculiar sense. 
If the meaning of the word depends on the usage of the place 
where anything under the instrumeut is to be done, 
evidence of such usage must be left to the jury. Als 
the jury may have to give the meaning of some technical 
words.” And authorities for these several propositions were 
given. But it was held that the case before the court was not 
within any of these principles, and that unless admissible 
evidence that the parties used the word in the sense of calendar 
months was produced, the judge was bound to construe it to 
mean lunar months. 

A glimmer of common sense was introduced into the matter by 
LiTTLEDALE, J., in Queen v. Chawton (1 Q. B., p. 250) where, m 
reference to the suggestion that ‘“‘months” meantlunar months, he 
said: ‘‘ That is so generally, except in the case of mercantile in- 
struments, where the months are understovud to be calendar 
months.” And, for some occult reason, this seems to represent the 
law so far as regards the City of London. ‘ The law in all cases, 
not mercantile transactions in the City of London, as to the mean- 
ing of the word month, means ‘lunar month.’ In mercantiie trans 
actions in the City of London a month means ‘ calendar month.’” 
The authority for this is not stated, but it may be surmised 
that the judges had found it impossible to impose the obsolete 
common law meaniog in the case of mercantile contracts made 
in London. How it came to be supposed that the use of month 
as a “lunar month” lingered in London for the purpose of non- 
mercantile contracts, or elsewhere for all contracts, whether 
mercantile or not, we cannot say. It is a singular instance of 
the manner in which the law can separate itself from the 
common sense of the community, and — its own course 
unhampered by any considerations of utility. 

This adherence to the meaning given to “month” in Lord 
Coxe’s time is now perpetuated by the decision of Farwett, J, 
in Bruner v. Moore. An option of purchase, given for valuable 
consideration, was to last for a “‘ period* of six months” from 
the date of the agreement, and it was held that this meant lunar 
months, and that the option would, but for equitable considera 
tions arising out of the conduct of the parties, have expired 0 
the lapse of six of such periods. If any one thinks that people 
nowadays, when they use the term “ month,” have any idea of 
referring to a lurar month, there may be something to be sai 

for this result. We should have thought, however, that the use 





calendar, because in each of these matters a different mode of 


of the term to signify calendar months was universal, unless for 
some special and very unusual reason a lunar month was 
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intended, and we should have thought also that this universal 
use would justify a judge of the present day in discarding 
authorities founded on the use of the word three hundred years 
. A-sufficient indication of the present use of the word is 
shewn by the various statutes or rules which have provided that 
it shall mean calendar month in Acts of Parliament, in bills of 
exchange, and in legal process. It is not to be supposed that 
opular speech will change itself to suit the law, and sooner or 
ter the law will have to adapt itself to popular speech. 





Reviews. 


Books Received. 


The Grant and Validity of British Patents for Inventions. By 
James Roperts, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. With Many 
Diagrams. John Murray. 


Commentaries on the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 (Act IV. of 
1882), Amended by Acts III. of 1885, and II. of 1900. By 
Horatio HALE SHEPHARD, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and KENWORTHY 
Brown, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. Calcutta: Thacker, 
Spink, & Co. 

The Annual County Courts Practice, 1904. Two Volumes in One. 
Edited by WrutiamM Crctn Smyty, K.C., and WILLIAM JAMES 
Brooks, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Short Consideration of the Law of Negligence. By ALFRED 
SincTON, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Rating. Forms and Grounds of Notices of Objection and Appeal 
Both Outside and Inside the Metropolis. Containing all the Forms, 
together with Every Ground of Objection’ that Can be be Taken 
Against a Valuation List or Rate Attached to Each Form. With 
Notes. By W. L. L. BELL, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

Practice of the Probate and Divorce Division, &c., &c. The 
following subjects are comprised in this work—viz., Divorce and other 
Matrimonial Proceedings, Estate Duty, Land Transfer Act, 1897, 
Probate (Contentious) Practice, Probate Practice, Supplement, and 
Wills. By Frep Woop, Barrister-at-Law. Partridge & Cooper 
(Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Books on Magisterial Law. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—A judge of one of the islands in the East Indies has been 
requested by the Dutch Government to advise as to the reorganization 
of the magisterial system existing in that island, and he has asked me 
to recommend to him any books relating to the organization of 
magistrature in England, India, and our Colonies. 

There are a great many books on magisterial law in England, and I 
shall be glad if any of your readers would suggest the books most 
useful to him. ‘* Lex.” 

Dec. 22. 








New Orders, &c. 


Land Revenue Records and Enrolments. Treasury 
Orders. 


In exercise of the powers vested in us by the Act 2 William IV. c. 1, 
and subsequent Acts of Parliament, We, being two of the Lords Com- 
missioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, do hereby annul two warrants 
issued respectively on the 21st day of December, 1896, and the 4th day 
of September, 1897, authorizing certain fees to be paid in the Office of 
Land Revenue Records and Enrolments, and we appoint and direct 
that in all cases where the fees to be taken are not specified by some 
Act of Parliament, the following fees shall, on and after the Ist day of 
April last, be taken in the said Office, such fees being payable by 
means of stamps in accordance with the notice published in the 
London Gazette of the 20th day of March last in pursuance of the 
Public Offices Fees Act, 1879. 

I. For the enrolment of a document by entry, five shillings, with a 

further charge of sixpence for each folio of 72 words beyond the 
tenth folio, 

II. For the enrolment of a memorial of a Deed pursuant to the 


III. For a certified copy of any document, or of an extract from 
any document, sixpence for each folio of 72 words. 

IV. For making and examining a copy of a plan or of an extract 
from a plan two shillings pe | sixpence for every hour occupied 
thereon. 

V. For the inspection of one document, one shilling. 

VI. For the inspection of several documents belonging to one series 
produced on one and the same day, two shillings and sixpence. 

For which this shall be your Warrant. 

Treasury Chambers, Whitehall, dated this 21st day of December, 

1903. 
H. W. Forster. 
BALCARRES. 
To the Keeper of the Land Revenue Records and Enrolments. 


Whereas by a Warrant dated the 21st day of December, 1903, the 
fees to be hereafter charged in the Office of Land Revenue Records 
and Inrolments are regulated and whereas it is the practice with our 
sanction to remit such fees when chargeable against any Department 
of His Majesty’s Government and whereas it is desirable nevertheless 
with regard to Deeds and Documents enrolled at the instance of the 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Woods, Forests and Land Revenues 
and the Commissioners of His Majesty's Works and Public Buildings 
that those Commissioners respectively should be empowered to charge 
fees to persons interested under such Deeds and Documents in respect 
of the enrolment thereof. 

Now We being two of the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s 
Treasury in exercise of the powers vested in us by section 35 of the 
Act 14 and 15 Vict. cap. 42 and of all other powers enabling us in 
that behalf do hereby appoint and direct that a uniform enrolment 
fee of 5s. and in the case of Deeds and Documents which have tu be 
enrolled by entry at length an additional fee of sixpence per folio for 
every folio of seventy-two words after the tenth folio shall be taken 
by the said Commissioners of His Majesty’s Woods Forests and Land 
Revenues and the said Commissioners of His Majesty’s Works and 
Public Buildings respectively from the persons interested under such 
Deeds and Documents in respect of the enrolment thereof in the 
Office of Land Revenue Records and Inrolments. 

For which this shall be your Warrant. 

Whitehall Treasury Chambers, the 2lst day of December One 


thousand nine hundred and three. 
H. W. Forster. 


BALCARRES. 
To the Commissioners of His Majesty’s Woods, &c., and the Com- 
missioners of His Majesty’s Works &c. 


Transfer of Actions. 


Orpgr or Court. 
Friday, the 11th day of December, 1903. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 


Buckley. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Farwexi (1903—P.—No. 1,608) 


In the Matter of The Pho phic Association (Limited) John Crow 
Richardson and Ernald ward Richardson v The Photographic 
Association (Limited) and Henry Connop. Hatssvry, 








Mr. Justice Wills and Mr. Justice Wright have fixed the following com- 
mission says for the winter assizes on the Midland Circuit: Aylesbury, 
Monday, February 1; Bedford, Thursday, February 4; Northampton, 
Monday, February 8 ; Leicester, Friday, February 12 ; Oakham, Thursday, 
February 18 ; Lincoln, Friday, February 19 ; ar Friday, February 26 ; 
Nottingham, Thursday, March 3; Warwick, Tuesday, March 8; Birming- 
ham, Monday, March 14. 

A certain judge of the High Court, says the Daily Telegraph, has been 
getting into hot water with one of the District Sea Fishery Committees for 
illegally trawling from his yacht in the estuary ofa river. ete oy to 
have saved himself from prosecution by writing such an abno y long 
letter in extenuation that the chairman of the committee declared that it 
was equivalent to a school imposition and that his lordship was already 
self-punished, and the motion was allowed to drop. 


At the Thames police-court on the 2Ist inst., says the Times, an 
adjourned application was made to Mr. Mead to transfer the licence of a 
public-house. The magistrate adjourned the case for the outgoing 
tenant to consult an independent solicitor. His worship said that what 
he complained about was that the solicitor for the brewers acted for both 
sides, and for that he supposed a double set of costs had to be paid. He 
did not consider such a thing right, as there was not a more unsophisti- 
cated class than those who entered the licensing trade. It was im 
for such matters to be clenched without both sides having independent 
advice. If the ice continued he would not be sure that he would not 





Copyhold Act, 1894, five shillings. 


draw the attention of the Law Society to the matter. 








130 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


q 








Dec. 26, 1903, Dec. 2 











Cases of Last Sittings. 


House of Lords. 


THE COMPANY OF PROPRIETORS OF THE KENT WATERWORKS v. 
LAMPLOUGH. i4th Dec. 


Warerworks Company—Divipenp—Prescripep Rate—Prorits —DErIiciEN- 
cIEs IN Previous YEARS—INCORPORATION oF WaTERWOxKS CLAUSES ACT, 
1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 17), s. 75. 

Appeal from the Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Romer and 
Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.) (51 W. R. 535; 1903, 1 Ch. 575), affirming Joyce, J. 
The appellant company was incorporated by an Act passed in 1809, 
which empowered it to raise capital in shares of £100 each, the holders 
of which were to be entitled to receive the profits that should arise 
thereunder. In 1864 an Act was obtained for the purpose of amalgama- 
tion with another company. This Act provided that from and after 
the passing of the Act the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, should 
apply to the whole of the undertaking and waterworks of the company. 
Before the passing of the Act of 1864 there was no limitation upon 
the rate of dividend which the company might pay, but after that date, 
by virtue of section 75 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, no larger divi- 
dend than 10 per cent. was permissible ‘‘unless a larger dividend be 
at any time necessary to make up the deficiency of any previous 
dividend which shall have fallen short of’’ 10 per cent. by the year. 
The company had for some years past been paying dividends in excess of 
10 per cent., and had thereby made good all deficiencies or arrears which 
had arisen on the years from 1864 onwards. It was purposed to pay 
dividends in excess of 10 per cent. per annum in order to make up 
deficiencies which had arisen prior to 1864. The present respondent 
applied for an injunction to restrain the company from so doing, aud 
Joyce, J., considered such payment as outside the powers of the company, 
and granted an injunction accordingly. The Court of Appeal affirmed 
this decision. 

Tre House (Earl of Harssury, L.C., Lords Macnacuren, SHanp, Davey, 
Rosertson, and Livpiey) dismissed the appeal. In the course of his 
judgment 

Tne Karl of Hatssvury, L.C., said the case depended on a single section 
of an Act of Parliament—ths 75th section of the Waterworks Clauses Act. 
To his miud the matter was perfectly clear. An Act of Parliament which 
imposed for the first time a limit on the amount of dividends contained a 
provision that if that limit was not arrived at then the deficiency should be 
made up out of the future profits of the company, if there were sufficient 
profits tor the purpose. The whole scheme was intelligible, and that was 
the view of the two courts below. There was nothing in respect of which 
there could be a deficiency until the introduction in 1864 of the 10 per cent. 
maximum, and it was impossible to go behind that year. Before that Act 
there was no prescribed dividend, and there could not, therefore, be any 
deficiency. 

The other noble and learned lords concurring, the appeal was accordingly 
dismissed.—CounseL, Cripps, K.C., Haldane, K.C., and R. J. Parker: 


Moulton, K%.C., Younger, K.C., and Ashworth James. Soxicrrors, Hollams, 
Sons, Coward, § Hawkesley ; Waltons, Bubb, Johnson, § Whatton. 
Reported by C,H. Gearron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
WAKEFIELD CORPORATION ». COOKE AND OTHERS. 15th Dec. 


Locat Government—Srreet—Pavinc Exrrenses—Decision or Justices — 
Res Jupicata—Private Srresr Works Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vier. c. 57) 
ss. 6, 7, 8 
Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Vaughan Williams, Stir- 

ling, and Mathew, L.JJ.) (51 W. R. 305; 1903, 1 K. B. 417), reversing 

a judgment of the Divisional Court (50 W. R. 254; 1902, 1 K. B. 183). 

The General Works Committee of the Corporation of Wakefield passed 

a resolution in Novembrr, 1900, in pursuance of section 29 of their private 

Act, 1887 (sections 29, 30, and 31 ot the Wakefield Act are identical with 

sections 6, 7, and 8 of the Private Street Works Act, 1892) that the ccr- 

poration should do certain sewering, flagging, &c., in the private street 
known as Sludge-lane. This resolution was confirmed, and at a subsequent 
meeting of the corporation the provisional apportionment of expenses was 
approved and copies served on the owners of the premises as required by 
the Act. Several of the owners of these adjoining premises duly objected 
that Sludge-lane was a highway repairable by the inhabitants at large. 

Upon the application of the corporation, after the expiration of the time 

for sending in objections, the justices appointed a time for hearing 

objections, and upon the hearing it was contended that the matter was 
res judicata by reason of a decision of certain justices in 1898 that Sludge- 
lane was repairable by the inhabitants at large, and the justices took this 
view, and so held. The Court of Appeal upheld the finding of the justices 
that the matter was res judicata by reason of the former determination, 
reversing the order of the King’s Bench Division. 

Tue House (Earl of Harsxury, L.C., Lords Macnacurten, Suanp, Davey, 

Rosertson, and Lixpvey) affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal. 
The Earl of Hatsavry, L.C., said the matter became clear if one compared 

the 150th section of the Public Health Act, 1875, with the provisions of 

the local Act. By the Public Health Act all streets were within the juris- 
diction of the urban authority. Them by section 150 the urban authority 
could require any street—the distinction of public and private streets being 
made for convenience—to be properly sewered, levelled, paved, metalled, 
flagged, or channelled, and also lighted. If the owners of the private 
street did not comply with the orders of the urban authority, the latter 
could do the work themselves and enforce payment of the cost of execut- 
ing the work. The case of Reg. v. Hutchings (29 W. BR. 724, 6 Q. B. D, 300), 


, 























which was relied upon by the appellants—with which his lordship respeg,, 1 
fully concurred—had no application to the present appeal. In that cag 
the magistrates exceeded their jurisdiction, because they dismissed g | 
application for the recovery from the owner of the expenses of seweringg 
street on the ground that the street was a public highway repuirable by 
the inhabitants at large. But the machinery of the statute involved te sets 
was different. By section 30 of the Wakefield Corporation Act, 1887, the Biins “ foreign 
proposals of the corporation could be objected to by the owners on the MiB yot chauged 
ground, among others, ‘‘ that a street or part of a street is (in whole or ip rty, bu 
part) a highway repairable by the inhabitants at large.’’ This question Hj, mentione 
was, under the Act of 1887, one for tne justices, and was submitted t) Bi .¢his Loudo 
| them for their determination, and was finally settled in January, 1898, ang jalty de 
| could not now be reopened. In effect that decision was a judgmenti Waterworks 
rem on the status of the street. He was disposed to agree with Vaughan HM constituted 1 
Williams, L.J., that this procedure was introduced by reason of difficulties 9 githough th 
arising under the Public Health Act, 1875. offices in Lor 
| he other noble lords concurred, and the appeal was dismissed. 9] qheshares ¥ 
| CounseL, C. A. Russell, K.C., and William Senior ; Danckwerts, K.C., and Ti for those he 
Compston. Soxicrrors, Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for C. J. Hudson, Waketield; his London 
Seaton F. Taylor, for J. B. Cooke, Wakefield. Farwell, 
[Reported by C. H. Grarron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | were proper 
— distinction | 
; ; distil 
Court of Appeal. Peochete d 
SHARMAN v. HOLLIDAY & GREENWOOD (LIM.). No.1. 18th Dee, So rmers 
Master anp Servant—Torat Incapaciry sy Accipent—AWwarp—AwWakrp was part of 
REVIEWED AND CoMPENSATION Repucep to OnE Penny Werkity—Svn- words of tl 
SEQUENT Request By WorkMAN TO Have THE Seconp Awarp Reviews and not, as 
on THE Grounp Tuat In Facr His Insurny Prevenrep His Gerrig South Afric 
Emrtoyment—Res Non Juptcatra—Oase Remirrep. able, and 
Appeal from a decision of the judge of the Lambeth County Court necessary i 
in proceedings under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. In transferabl 
August, 1901, the workman was injured while in the service of the respon- that they ¥ 
dents, who are painters and contractors. The accident resulted in his Declaration 
being totally incapacitated for work, and his right to compensation not MacSwinner 


being disputed by the employers, on the 3rd of December, 1901, a Co, ; Vande 
memorandum was filed in the Lambeth County Court under which the 


workman was to be paid 15s a week during incapacity. On the 11th of 














December, 1902, the employers filed a request for review of the award BR 
under clause 12 of the first schedule of the Act on the ground that Qprion TO 
the workman had recovered and was able to earn full wages. On wext—E 
the 21st of January, 1903, the matter came before the county court vent [3 
judge, who, after hearing medical evidence on both sides, reduced the ov LETr 
weekly payments to ld. per week. On the 24th of April the workman filed a 
his request for a further review asking that the weekly payments should Action 
be increased to 153., and set forth as the ground of the application that, qption to 
having sought employment from several employers, he had been refused oe ys 
work because they thought he could not do it in consequence of the injury the o. y 
to his leg, and also in the one case in which he had obtained work he had whe ed 
been discharged as being physically incapable of doing it. The second = mi 
arbitration took place on the 23rd of June, and the respondents took the th y . 
point that the matter was res judicata, there being no fresh circumstances rong -o 
which the judge could take into consideration. The judge thereupon af ee 
asked what new facts the applicant relied on as shewing that his earning _. 
powers had been diminished since the hearing of the former application on on ah — 
the 21st of January, and the following statement was submitted to the th 
county court judge: (1) The fact that the workman had been refused cea , 
employment; (2) that the judge had not decided the application solely po me 
on the medical evidence, but partly on his personal observations of the = ae | 
applicant’s movements, and that on the highest expert medical evidence ld. oe 
now tendered it was shewn that applicant was unfit to follow his usual a of 
employment; (3) the fact that the judge kept the arbitration alive eth of B 
by awarding 1d. weekly in view of any change in the circumstances ie oe 
arising, and that the arbitration being so kept alive could not be re ieedshi . 
judwata; (4) the fact that the applicant did not seek a fresh id 1p 
award, but merely a review of the weekly payments. The judge held het bi 
that as he had decided on the 2lst of January that the earning th farth 
powers were not at that time diminished, and as the present application Hersch j 
was again on the ground of total incapacity, the matter was res judicata, snffici - 
and also that there were no facts alleged shewing any alteration in the tiff sim 
circumstances of the case since the hearing on the 2lst of January. The _ ont 
workman appealed. ie 
Tre Courr (Coxttims, M.R., and Marnew and Cozexs-Harpy, L.JJ,) Bykes | 
held that there was evidence, in the workman having been refused work on ” 
the ground that the injury to his leg would prevent his being able properly 
to perform it, which would justify the judge in reviewing his previous 
decision, which in part at any rate had been based on medical opinion as 
to the man’s fitness to obtain work. The appeal would be allowed, and 
the case remitted to the county court judge to review his previous decision. 
—CounseL, Bray, K.C., and Thompson ; Shakespeare. Soxicrrors, Griffith § JE 
Gardmer ; Hurd & Son. oi Reetstr 
[Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | Rates 
S UE Be ea eee or Re 
High Court—Chancery Division. Rrov 
Re CLARK’S ESTATE. McKECHNIE v. CLARK. Farwell, J. Ba 
10th Dec. disalloy 
Witt — Persona Prorerry — Loca Srrvation — Separate Trusts OF statutor 
Property in THE Unrrep Kincpom anv 1n Sourn Arrica—Dezprors IN let unft 
Sourn Arrica ny Specratty AND Simpce Contract—Snares in SovTH the gro 
Arnican Companies TRANSFERABLE IN Botn Covnraizs. a 
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y passed under a 
nited Kingdom ”’ or 
South 
Africa,” those being the expressions used in the will to denote two classes 
of property which the testator had bequeathed on distinct trusts to two 

te sets of trustees —respectively desiguated his ‘‘ home trustees "’ and 
his “foreign trustees.” The testator was an English merchant aud had 
not chauged his domicil. The question related to a large amount of his 
roperty, but only the following ultimately required a decision and need 
be mentioned : (az) Simple contract debts owing to the testator in respect 
of his Loudon business by persons carrying on trade in South Africa; (4) 
specialty debts, beiug bonds, payable to bearer, of the Port Elizabeth 
Waterworks Co.; and (c) shares in gold mining and other companies 
constituted under the laws of the late South African Republic, and which, 


= ion whether certain parts of a testator’s pro 
ynest of “‘ personal estate and effects within the 


although the directors and principal offices were in the Transvaal, had | : 
the claim, otherwise he woud not do so. 
in writing to the effect that his claim would be disallowed unless he pro- 


duced sufficient evidence of the va'ue of his lodgings. The claimant did 


offices in London where transfers could be registered and certificates issued. 
Theshares were dealt in on the London Stock Exchange and the certificates 
for those held by the testator, as well as the above-named bonds, were at 
his London banker’s at the time of his death. 

FarweLL, J., said it had been conceded that the simple contract debts 
were property in South Africa, and he could see no reason for making a 
distinction between these and specialty debts in this respect, although 
such a distinction had at times been made between the two in cases relating 
to probate duty. Following, therefore, Guthrie v. Walrond (22 Ch. D. 573), 
acase indistinguishable from the present, he decided that the bond of the 
Port Elizabeth Waterworks Co., no less than the simple contract debts, 
was part of the testator’s property in South Africa. As to the shares, the 
words of the will were ‘‘ property, estate, and effects in South Africa,’ 
and not, as he was asked to read them, ‘‘ shares in companies situated in 
South Africa.”” What he had to deal with was shares, which were impalp- 
able, and were only evidenced by the certificates, which latter were 
necessary in order to complete the title to the shares. The shares were 
transferable in London as well as in South Africa, and his lordship held 
that they were part of the testator’s property within the United Kingdom. 
Declaration accordingly.—Covnset, Mark Romer; Jenkins, K.C.. and 
MacSwinney ; Upjohn, K.C., and Clayton. Soxicrrors, Minet, Harvie, May, § 
(o,; Vanderpump, Son, § Wood. 3 

[Reported by R. Hitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BRUNER v. MOORE, Farwell, J. 8th, 9th, and loth Dec. 


Qrrion to Purcuase Patents Durrne Srx Monrus rrom Date or AGREE- 
weNtT—Exprry or Pertrop—CaLenpar orn Lunar Monto—New AGrer- 
uzeNP ImpLigeD FRoM CoRRESPONDENCE—OpTION Exercisep oN Postinc 
or LETTER. 

Action for specific performance of an agreement granting plaintiff an 
option to purchase defendant’s rights, for certain countries, in a sewing 
machine attachment, of which he was the inventor, during six months from 
the 29th of September, 1902. The points at issue involved the question 
whether the agreement was to be read as meaning lunar months or 
calendar months, and, in the latter case, whether the option had been 
validly exercised in point of time, by a letter and a telegram which, 
though sent by the plaintiff before the 29th of March, 1903, did not reach 
the defendant (who was travelling about and had given insufficient 
information as to his movements) till after that date. 

Farwe.t, J., held, following Simpson v. Margitson (11 Q. B. Rep. 23), 
that the word ‘‘ month ’’ must be read in its ordinary legal sense of ‘‘ lunar 
month ’’ unless the context shewed ‘‘ calendar month’’ to have beenintended, 
orunless by custom of trade or otherwiseit hadacquired a secondary meaning, 
and that statements by either party to a contract, as to the sense in which 
he understood the word, were inadmissible to extend its meaning. He 
held, therefore, that the agreement was for an option expiring at the 
end of six lunar months from the 29th of September, 1902—+.e., on the 
16th of March, 1903. There was, however, nothing to prevent the parties 
from coming to a further agreement, which might be implied, and in his 
lordship’s opinion the various letters and telegrams between them were 
evidence of a consent ad idem to regard the option as existing until the 
end of March, or at least till the 2¥ch of that month. In the former case 
the further question would not arise, but otherwise the judgment of Lord 
Herschell in Henthorn v. Fraser (40 W. R. 433; 1892, 2 Ch. 27, 33) was 
sufficient authority for holding that the option was exercised by the plain- 
tiff s letter posted on the 28th of March. Declaration for specitic perform- 
ance accordingly.—CounseL, Jenkins, K.C., and A. H. Jessel; Upjohn, 
os and J. 4. Hay. Souicrrors, W. O. Vizard; Paterson, Candler, § 

res. 


| Reported by R. Hitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
JENKINS v, GROCOTT. Div, Court. 16th Nov. and 21st Dec. 


Reeistration or Extecrors—Oip Lopesr Ovamim—Evipencr THAT THE 
Rateaste VALvus or THE WaoLe House was Unpser £15 a Year—Ricur 
or Revisinc BaRRisteR TO Require CLAIMANT TO Propuce EvipeNnce To 
Prove “18. QUALIFICATION. 


Registration appeal. The appellant, William Jenkins, appealed from a 
decision of the revising barrister for the borough of Hackney, who had 
disallowed his old lodger claim. The claimant had duly sent in his 
statutory declaration, that his lodgings were of the yearly value of £10 it 
let unfurnished, annexed to his claim form. The claim was objected to on 
the ground that the lodgings were of insufficient value. Before the regis- 


the constituency for twenty years. The greater part of the constituency was 
very poor, and the houses very small, many of the streets consisting 
entirely of poor houses, which were, it was said, no better than hovels. It 
was proved to the satisfaction ot the revising barrister that the rateable value 
ofthe whole house in which Jenkias lodged was about £14 a year. 
town clerk, at the request of the revisig barrister, had pr-pured a state- 
ment in regard to the lodger claims in relation to the houses in which 
they lodged, and this was aiso in evidence. 
less thau 317 were claims like that of Jenkins in respect of lodgings in 
houses of a rateable value of less than £14, and in the case of fifty-ihree 
claims two lodgers claimed in respect of houses the rateable value of 
which ranged from £9 to £20. The revising barrister ordered that all these 
cases of objection should stand over uutil an eveuing sitting, and said that 
if the claimants respectively satisfied him that they paid rent exceeding 


‘he 


From this it appeared that no 


£10 a year, or that the lodgings were of the prescribed value, he would aliow 
He also gave each claimant notice 


not attend the evening sitting or give any explanation of his absence, and 
the claim was disallowed. The case was argued on the 16th of Novem- 
ber, when judgment was reserved. . 
Tue Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Kennepy and Darure, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 
Kennepy, J., who read the judgment of the court, after referring to the 
facts stated in the special case, said that two points of law were taken. 
The first was that the revising barrister improperly made the personal 
appearance of the claimant a condition of his allowance of the claim ; and, 
secondly, that the claimant, having by his direction complied with the 
express terms of the statute was entitled to his vote on the prund facie 
evidence which the declaration: presented of the value of his premises. 
The court, as to the first point, were clearly of opinion that if the revising 
barrister, in such a case as the present, had made the personal attendance 
of the claimant a condition to the allowance of his vote he wold have 
done that which the law did not authorize. The only way in which the 
claimant’s personal attendance could be compelled was uuder the provisions 
of section 38 of the Registration Act, 1878, whichempoweredarevising tarrister 
to require any person to attend to give evidence or produce ducuments. 
Section 28, sub-section 11, made sutticient the appearance of the claimant 
‘*by himself or by some person on his behalf’’: see Rogers (16th ed.), p. 322. 
On the second point they held, ho wever, that it was not intended to con- 
fine the right of the barrister-to disallow a claim to a case when the claimant 
had given primd facie evidence of his qualification to such primd facie 
proof. In such a case the primd facie evidence of the objector might also 
be considered, and the barrister might disallow the claim if that was 
sufficient to outweigh the primd facie evidence of the claimant. Section 28, 
sub-section 10, dealt only with one special method of establishing a prima 
Jacte case against the ciaim, and by sub-section 11, in case of such primd 
face proof of objection being given, the revising barrister shall (not may) 
expunge the name of the person objected to, unless the person ovjected to 
appeared by himself or by some person on his behalf and proved his title 
to inclusion in the list of voters Therefore, if the objector’s case did not 
satisfy section 28, sub-section 10, it still might consist of evidence 
against the claim which the revising barrister was entitled to 
weigh, and might give, or ought to give, effect to if he thought 
its weight was sufficient to outweigh the primd facie evidence of the 
claimant’s declaration and any other evidence confirmatory of the 
declaration which the claimant might think proper to adduce. The rating 
in this case was not necessarily conclusive evidence against the claim ; it 
was evidence only as the court pointed out in regard to the valuation roll 
in Kellie v. Little, Lawson’s Reg. Cas., 1894-1897, p. 132, and the revising 
barrister wished to give the claimant a chance it he wished to take it of 
‘producing or causing to be produced’”’ at a later sitting of the court 
evidence either by his rent-book or otherwise in support of the declaration. 
Many other claimants in the like position availed themselves of the 
chance and succeeded; this claimant did not do so; and the revising 
barrister in that state of things held adversely to the claim. He had to 
decide what effect he ought to give to the evidence pro and con and even if 
this court could upon the same evidence have decided otherwire, it had no 
power to overrule his decision. On the latter ground the appeal must be 
dismissed, and no order would be made as to costs,—CotnseL, Aobson, 
K.C., and E. Lewis Thomas; Sutton. Soricrrors, Russell, Cooke, § Co. ; 
Solicitors to the Treasury. 

{Reported by Exsxixe Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


‘RB. v. GILLESPIE. Ex parte THE OVERSEERS OF WEST HAM. 
Div. Court. 11th and 14th Dec. 


Loca, GovernMeNtT—Rates—Part Payment—Issvz or Distress Warnant 
ror Batance—12 & 13 Vict. c. 2. 

This was the hearing of a rule wisi calling upon the stipendary magis- 
trate of the borough of West Ham and Messrs. Boardman & Sons to shew 
cause why a distress should not issue for the full amount of the borough 
rate. The affidavit by the magistrate set out the following facts: A com- 
plaint by John Kendall, an assistant overseer of the parish of West Ham, 
on the 15th of July, 1903, that Messrs. Boardman & Sons, being persons 
duly rated to the poor in a rate made on the 28th of April, 1903, in the 
sum of £441 8s. 9d., had not paid the said sum, but had refused and 
neglected to do so. A summons was then issued, which was heard on the 
22nd of July, 1903. The assistant overseer produced the book containing 
the poor rate, with the allowance by justices and the non-payment for 
seven days previous to the summons. He admitted in cross-examination 
that Messrs. had tendered £416 on account of the rate by 
leaving that amount at the rate office, which amount was subsequently 





tration the revising barrister made a personal inspection of the larger part 
of South Hackney with the borough registration officer, who had known 


sent back to Messrs. Boardman. He also stated he did not think he had 





132 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Dec. 26, 1 








ever refused part payment before. Messrs. Boardman’s objection to pay 
the balance was because they disapproved of the Education Act. At the 
suggestion of the magistrate Messrs. Boardman made another tender of 
the £116, which was refused. Thereupon the magistrate refused to issue 
a distress warrant for more than the balance, £25 8s. %d. Section 2 of 
12 & 13 Vict. c. 14 provided that certain forms be used for the purpose of 
levying rates, and a reference to forms A %, B, and C 1 shewed that it was 
necessary to state the respective persons have not respectively paid the 
said sum or any part thereof, but have respectively refused to do 
so. The magistrate was of opinion that it was contemplated by the 
statute that a ratepayer, to save the expenses of litigation, might 
pay, and the overseers accept, part of the rate. He was further 
of opivion that, though he was acting ministerially, it was never con- 
templated that he should issue a distress warrant for £441 8s. 9d., with 
the consequent increase in expense to the ratepayer, when £416 in cash was 
to be had in court for the lifting. The magistrate deemed it his duty to 
ensure payment to the overseers of the full amount of the rate, and he con- 
sidered he did this by enabling them to take £416 in cash, and granting 
them a distress warrant for £25 8s. 94. He, at the same time, avoided 
burdening the ratepayer with an extra expense which the statute seemed 
to enjoin. It was contended on behalf of Messrs. Boardman, who shewed 
cause against the rule, that the magistrate was right. Form A (1) shewed 
that the overseer must prove that the person summoned had not paid the 
rate or any part thereof, and the overseers had not proved that in this case. 
For the overseers it was contended that when once it was proved that the 
rate was a legal rate the jurisdiction of the justice was ministerial and not 
judicial. The overseers would, it was true, accept part payment, but they 
were not beund to do so. The rate was a debt to the overseers, and a 
tender of part of an entire demand was bad. Counsel cited the following 
cases: &. v. Price (5 Q. B. D. 300), Newbould v. Colman (6 Ex. 189), Southwark 
Water Co. v. Hampton Urban District Council (47 W. R. 177; 1899, 1 Q. B. 
273), R. v. Handsley (30 W. R. 368, 7 Q. B. D. 386), R. v. Blenkinsop (40 
W. R. 272 ; 1892, 1 Q. B. 43), Searles v. Sadgrave (5 El. & Bl. 639), and Dizon 
v. Clark (5 OC. B. 365). 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Lawrance and Kennepy, JJ.) 
discharged the rule. 

Lord Atverstonr, C.J.—I wish it to be distinctly understood that 
nothing in my judgment shvuld be taken as giving countenance to persons 
refusing to pay rates which became due by law. The questiou here is 
whether the magistrate was bound to issue a distress for the full amount 
under 12 & 13 Vict. c. 14. With all but one point of counsel’s argu- 
ment I fally agree. I agree that the ov-rseers are not bound when offered 
less than the amount of the rate to say that they will only accept the full 
amount. But what is the position of the magistrate. It is said that the 
duty of the magistrate in granting distress warrants is purely ministerial. 
It is ministerial to the extent that if a legal rate is proved the grounds on 
which a magis'rate can refuse to issue a warrant are very limited. But I am 
not aware of any authority for saying that the magistrate must issue a 
warrant for the full amount, even though it is proved that the overseers 
have received or can receive a part of the amount due. No one can 
read the Act without seeing the Legislature contemplated 
proceedings for a part as well as the whole of the rate. The forms under 
the Act also contemplate the provisions of the Act being put into force 
where part only can be recovered. I cannot think that in the ordinary 
principle of justice the magistrate, though he is satisfied that part of the 
rate can be bad for the asking, must issue his warrant for the full amount. 
I am unable to see anything which prevents him, in such a case, from 
issuing his warrant for the balance of the rate over and above that paid 
or tendered. I am of opinion where the process has to be issued it should 
be issued for only that amount for which it had become necessary to issue 
the process. Rule discharged.—Counset, Robson, K.C., Macmorran, K.C., 
and Artemus Jones ; Danekwerts, K.C., B. Morten, and Sturgess. Sowicrrors, 
Hillearys ; Lloyd George, Roberts, & Co. 

(Reported by Avan Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


USK URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL (Appellants) v. MORTIMER 
(Respondent). Div. Court. 9th bec. 


Locat Government—Dancenovs Structurr—Noricre to OwNER—ERECTION 
or Hoarpine By Locat Autnoritry—Recovery or Expenses IncunRED— 
Pusiic Heattn Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), ss. 160, 457— Costs or 
APppELLANT WHERE ResponpentT Dors Not Appear. 


This was a case stated by justices on a complaint to recover from the 
respondent the sum of £1 10s. 6d. for expenses incurred by the appellants 
upon default of compliance with a notice to repair under section 160 of 
the Public Health Act, 18/5, which section incorporates the provisions of 
the Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. c. 34), with 

to ruinous or dangerous buildings and the precautions during 
the repair thereof. The question raised was as to whether the pro- 
vision of section 257 of the Public Health Act, 1875, as to the 
length of notice was applicable to’ this case. On the 13th of November, 
1902, the appellants’ surveyor gave information that the roof of a 
house, for which the respondent acted as agent, was in a dangerous state. 
On the 17th of November the surveyor, pursuant to section 75 of the Towns 
Improvement Clauses Act, 1847, served a notice personally upon the respon- 
deut calling — him within three days to take down or repair the roof, 
and: stating that in default of his so doing complaint would be made 
before two justices in accordance with the provisions of the statutes in that 
case made and provided. The respondent fuiled to comply with 
the terms of the notice, and the appellants, pursuant to the above 
section, caused a hoarding to be erected in the front of the 
house on the 31st of December, 1902. The charges for erecting the 


—: 
summons was applied for against the respondent by the appellants, byt, 
not proceeded with, as in the meantime the respondent had made safe 
dangerous building. On the 13th of February, 1903, the appellants my, 
a formal demand upon the respondent for the payment of the said guyg 
£1 8s., and 2s. 6d., the cost of the summons. At the hearing of 
complaint it was contended on behalf of the respondent that, in 

as the three months had not elapsed since the date of 
demand, as allowed in cases of apportionment by section 257 of 4 
Public Health Act, 1875, the complaint laid by the appellants was prep)! 
ture, and that the respondent was entitled to go to arbitration as to 
amount that was payable by him. The justices upheld the respong 
contention and dismissed the complaint. From this decision the distyg 
council now appealed. On behalf of the appellants it was now contend 
that the provision of section 257 as to the length of notice was confined, 
cases of apportionment : Mayr, §c., of Folkestone v. Brooks (1893, 3 Ch. 2, 
The mdents did not appear. 

Tue Court (Lord Atversrong, C.J., and Lawxancr and Kennzpy, Jj} 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, C.J., in giving judgment, said that the decision ¢ 
the justices was wrong, as this was not a case of apportionment at all, a 
section 257 did not apply. The only question which could arise would) 
- question of amount. The other learned judges concurred. Appal 
allowed. 

On application that the appeal should be dismissed with costs, 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., said that the general practice of the court wasy 
to grant costs against a respondent who did not appear upon the appeal 
yet there was no absolute rule which fettered the discretion of the 
and that under the circumstances this was a case where costs should 
granted.—CounseL, 8. R. C. Bosanquet. Soxicrrors, Le Brasseur § Oakly 
for Le Brasseur § Bowen, Pontypool. 

[Reported by E. G. Strtuwet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL ». PAYNE & CO. Div. Court, 
7th and 9th Dec. 


WEIGHTS AND Measures—Beram ScaLtE—Fatse anp Unsust Scate—Pug 
Bac Piacep in Scoor in Wuartcn Tra 1s WetlcHep—Reaquest or Ovstom 
—WeicHTs AnD Measures Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 49), s. 25. 


This was an appeal by the London County Council on a case stated h 
a metropolitan magistrate, who had dismissed two informations hail 
against the respondents, charging that they did use a weighing-machin 
—to wit, a beam scale—which was false and unjust contrary to section# 
of the Weights and Measures Act, 1878. The respondents, wholesale ta 
merchants, had on their premises two beam scales for weighing tea. On 
scale had a small metal disc affixed by wire equivalent in weight to a pape 
bag on the arm of the scale, on which the scoop for receiving the tea wu 
placed. The other had a folded paper bag placed underneath the som 
in which the tea was weighed. Directions had been given by the respon- 
dents to their employees not to use the metal disc or paper bags except fa 
retail customers wha were dealers in tea and who requested to be supplied 
with it so packed for their own convenience, such custome 
themselves supplying the bags or wrappers. The magistrate foul 
that the scales were physically incorrect, but that the respondents actal 
fairly to their customers and only gave them what they asked for. Ther 
were many other scales on the premises for weighing out tea in fil 
weights, all of which were correct and fair. But for the fact that th 
customers had requested the respondents to supply the tea in such quant 
ties and so packed, the magistrate stated that he would have followed Lav 
v.|Randell (1899, 2Q. B. 673), and convicted the respondents, but it 
appeared to him impossible to hold that the beam scales were false orm 
just in face of such a request. He therefore dismissed the informatiom. 
Hence the present appeal. At the close of the arguments judgment ws 
reserved. 
Tue Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Lawrance and Kennepy, JJ), it 
giving judgment, expressed the opinion that the case was one of conside- 
able difficulty, because there were two classes of cases, Lane v. Randdh 
(ante) being an example of one and Withall v. Francis (42 J. P. 612) of th 
other, under which it might fall. They came to the opinion, howevt, 
that a technical offence had been committed by the respondents as they 
were within the mischief of section 25 of the Act of 1878. Notwith 
standing the request of the customers, the case was accordingly re 
to the magistrate to convict, and the appeal allowed with costs.—Coumsl, 
Dickens, K.C., and Daldy; Avory, K.C., and George Elliott, Soxicrvos, 
Blazland ; Lamb, Son, §& Prance. 
[Reported by Erskine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


NOKES AND ANOTHER (Appellants) ». MAYOR, &c., OF ISLINGI 
(Respondents). Div. Court. 9th Dec. 

Loca, GoveRNMENT—Byz-LAW—Privy—Byz-Law ConTAINIne No Pao 
sion a8 To Notice To Person Comriainep Acarnst—Pusiic Healt 
(Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 76), 8. 37. 


Case stated by E. OC. Tennyson D’Eyncouft, Esq., metropolitan polit 
magistrate, sitting at the Clerkenwell police-court. The question * 
was as to the vali ty of a bye-law made by the London County ™ 

A complaint was preftrred by a sanitary inspector on behalf of the responl: 
ents against the appellants at the Clerkenwell police-court, for that the 
owners (as defined by the bye-laws of the London County Council mat 
under section 39 (1) ot the Public Health (London) Act, 1891) of a certail 
a in Corinth-road, Islington, did not provide and m 
from the 3rd of March to the 20th of April, 1903, one closet, or privy, i 
every twelve persons. The bye-law in question provides, inter s 
follows: ‘‘ The landlord or owner of any lodging-house shall provide and 





















amounted to £1 8., which sum was paid by the appellants. A 
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ivy accommodation in the proportion of not less than one water-closet, 
sarth-closet, or privy for every twelve persons.’’ At the hearing it was 

ved that the appellants were agents for letting and collecting, and in 
fact, collected the rent during the period in question, and during such 

iod the house contained nine rooms and one closet only and no privy. 
feJuly, 1902, the house was let out in tenements to members of more than 
one family, and the appellants collected the rents of the several tenements 
from the tenants. In September, 1902, all the tenants were ejected by the 
appellants. From September, 1902, to January, 1903, the house was un- 
occupied. In January, 1903, the whole of the house was let to one tenant 
—Gates—at the rent (which was a rack-rent) of £36 per annum, payable 
$3 per month in advance. On the 5th of January, 1903, three rooms only 
in the house were occupied by six people. On the 3rd of March, 1903, 
all the rooms in the house were occupied, aud contiuued to be occupied 
till the 20th of April, 1903, by sixteen people, who constituted four 
separate families. The rooms in the house not required by Gates 
for his own occupation were let by him to lodgers, from whom 
he received rent on his own account. On the llth of March, 
1903, an intimation from the sanitary inspector was left on the 
premises and at the appellants’ office, requesting the abatement of a 
nuisance—namely, insutticient water-closet accommodation. A further 
notice was sent on the 25th of March by the medical officer of health. On 
the following day the appellants wrote to him that they were not the 
“Jandlord,”’ and also wrote to Gates suggesting that he should get rid of 
some of his lodgers so that there should not be more than twelve people in 
the house. It was objected on the part of the appellauts that the bye-law 
was ultra vires aud illegal, and that the magistrate therefvre had no jurisdic- 
tion to deal with the complaint; that betore any offence could be com- 
mitted against the bye-laws a valid notice from the sanitary authority was 
necessary ; and that the bye-law did not apply to the appcllants, as they 
were not the owners within the meaning of the bye-law. The magistrate 
overruled the objections und convicted the appellants. On behalf of the 
appellants it was now contended that the bye-law was unreasonable and 
bad, as it did nut provide for notice to the person complained against. (mn 
behalf of the respondents, Salt v. Scott-Hall (52 W. R. 95; 1903, 2 K. B. 
245) was cited. 

‘)ne Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Lawrance and Kennepy, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atvexsrone, C.J., in giving judgment, said: The bye-law was not 
reasonable, and the objection to it was a good one. Notice should have 
been given to the appellants before proceedings were taken agaivst them. 
A bye-law that did not contemplate any such notice was bad, for sectiou 
37 of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, contemplated that notice 
should be given by the local authority to the person complained against. 

The other learned judges concurred. Appeal allowed.—CounszL, 
Woodfin and W. 8S. M. Knight; Courthope-Mumro. Soxscrrors, A. D. Levi ; 
A, M. Bramali. 

[Reported by E. G. Stituwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HARDWICK v. LANE. Div. Court. 8th Dec. 
Gaminc Law—Sweepstakes—Iuieca, Lorrery—Gaminc Act, 1802 (42 
Geo. 3, c. 119), s. 4. 

This was a case stated, and raised the question as to whether a sweepstake 
was an illegal lottery punishable on summary conviction. It appeared 
from the special case that the respondent, who is the proprietor of a beer- 
house, on the 24th of March, 1903, arranged for a sweepstake to be held in 
connection with the Grand National Steeplechase. There were sixty-one 
entries, each person paying 6d. to the respondent. The respondent offered 
three prizes of 15s., 1Us., and 5s. respectively. One of the conditions of 
the sweepstake was that the winner of the first prize was to pay for 
two gallons of beer, to be consumed in the respondent’s house; 
that the winner of the second prize was to pay for one gallon; and 
the winner of the third prize for two quarts. The sweepstake was 
drawn for in the usual manner and the prizes, less the price of the 
beer to be paid for, were paid by the respondent. The magistrates 
dismissed the summons on the ground that the sweepstake was not a 
lottery within the meaning of section 4 of the Gaming Act, 1802. It was 
contended on behalf of the appellant that it was clear that the respondent 
had made a protit out of the sweepstakes of 6d. in addition to the profit on 
the beer the wmners were bound to purchase. The authorities shewed that 
when a profit was made it brought it within the meaning of the Gaming 
Act, 1802. Counsel cited the following cases: Alpert v. Nutt (1 C. B. 974), 
Gatty v. Field (15 L. J. Q. B. 408), Mearing v. Hellings (15 L. J. Exch. 14). 
For the respondent it was contended that the cases cited shewed that the 
object of making a profit was essential to institute a lottery. There the 
profit was usual and was not sufficient to make a lottery. He admitted if 
it were a lottery the respondent could be convicted wageee yb 

Tuer Covxr (Lord Atverstong, O.J., and Lawrance and Kgnnepy, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atvexstonz, C.J.—This is clearly a lottery. Even apart from the 
actual profit made by the respondent on the lottery, I should be prepared 
to hold that the mere inducement to people to come to the public-house 
was sufficient to bring it within the Act. . Appeal allowed ; case remitted 
for conviction.—Counset, Avory, K.C., and Hatfield; J. B. Mathews. 

[Reported by Atan Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitor Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 
Dec. 14.—Antnony Buck Orerxe, the younger. 
Solicitor Suspended for Twelve Months. 
Dec. 10,—Antruun Caowrnex, Wakefield. 








Law Societies. 


The Law Society. 
NOTICE. 


A Special General Meeting of the members of the society will be 
held in the hall of the society, on Friday, the 29th of January, 1904, at 
2 p.m. precisely. By order 

(Signed) E. W. Wiu1amson, Secretary. 
ExTRAORDINABY Members or THE CoUNCIL. 

At a meeting of the Council of the Law Society held on the 18th of 
December the tollowing members of the society, duly nominated by the 
societies or groups of societies named, were lected extraordinary members 
of the Council, to hold office until the conclusion of the annual general 
meeting to take place in the year 1906: 

On the nomination of the incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, 
Cuartes Epwarp Srevens, of the firm of Alsop, Stevens, & Oo., of 
Liverpool. 

On the nomination of the Birmingham Law Society, Joun Barna 
Canstakk, B.A., of the firm of Ryland, Martineau, & ('o., of Birmingham. 

On the nomination of the Mauchester Incorporated Law Ascociation, 
Cnarirs James Ernest Cxvssz, of the firm of Briggs & Crosse, of 
Manchester. 

Un the nomination of the Bristol Incorporated Law Society, Freprrick 
Fox Cartwaricnt, of the firm of Danger & Cartwright, of Bristol. 

On the nomination of the grouped societies in the Northern district, 
Rorert Pysvs, M.A., of the firm of Gibson, Pybus, & Pybus, Newcastle. 

On the nomination of the grou societies in Yorkshire, Frepericx 
Parker Ruopes, of the firm of Parker Rhodes & Co., of Rotherham. 

On the nomumation of the grouped societies in the Eastern district, 
Cxuax.es Exrton Lonemors, of the tirm of Sworder & Longmore, of Hert- 
ford 





Un the nomination of the grouped societies in the Midland district, 
Epwarp Henny Fxaser, D.C.L., of Nottingham. 

(m the nomination of the grou societies in the Western district, 
Wurm Cuaries Mercer Apam, LL.B., of the firm of Adam, Thring, & 


Sheldon, of Bath. 
On the nomination of the grouped societies in the Southern district, 


Tuomas Ecaar, of Brighton. 


United Law Society. 


Dec. 21.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith presided.—Mr. Haldane-Porter 
moved: ‘‘ That this house is of opinion that the time has come for the 
regulation and restriction of alien immigration into England.”” Mr. 
H. E. Bickmore opposed. The speakers were Messrs. Forder Lampard, 
F. O. Clutton, C. H. Kirby, and W. 8S. Clayton Greene. The motion 
was carried by seven votes to six. 











Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Mr. Joun W. Sr. L. Lest, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Shrewsbury, in the place of Mr. R. B. D. Acland, resigned, on 
appvintment to the Recordership of Oxford. 

Mr. Joxnn Scorr Fox, K.C., has been appointed Recorder of Sheffield, in 
the place of Mr. 8. C. Macaskie, K.C., deceased. 

Mr. A. M. M. Forses, solicitor, has been appointed Coroner for East 
Middlesex. The Coronership of the Duchy of Lancaster will also be con- 
ferred upon him. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 
Wiis Henry Anruony and Caasies Imiacn, solicitors (Anthony & 
Imlach), Liverpool. Dec. 7. The said Charles Imlach continue the 
business under the same style. ‘ 





General. 


Mr. T. Skewes-Cox, solicitor, M.P. for the Kingston Division of Surrey, 
is to be entertained by his constituents at dinner at Richmond on New 
Year's Day, and will then be presented with his portrait in oils. 

Mr. Justice Lawrance and Mr. Justice Bucknilt have fixed the following 
commission days for holding the winter assizes on the North-Eastern 
Circuit, viz. : Newcastle, Thursday, the 18th of yh Durham, 
Thursday, the 25th of February; York, Friday, the 4th of March ; Leeds, 
Thursday, the 10th of March. 

Mr. Justice Wills, who completed his seventy-fifth year during his 
recent visit to Bristol, celebrated the occasion, says the Globe, by an 
exceptionally hard day’s work. He sat in court from half-past ten in the 
morning until half-past seven at night. On more than one ooccasion the 
ahs eee es ee ee ee 
appearing in court in a new wig. Perhaps a similar hint may lie hidden 
in Mr. Justice Wills’ long-judicial day. : was sth 
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It is announced that the Prince of Wales will enter upon his term of 
office as treasurer of the Honourable Socisty of Lincoln’s-inn on Monday, 
the 11th of January; but, at he request of the benchers, the Lord (Chief 
Justice has consentel to act for his Royal Highness in such duties of the 
treasurership as the prince may not find it convenient to undertake 
personally during his year of office. 


At a meeting of the Newbury Corporation. held on Wednesday, says the 
Times, a letter was rad from the recorder, Mr. Fredsrie U. Mackarness, 
stating that he had finally decid-d to resign the Recordership, having 
become the Liberal candidate for South Berkshire. The corporation 
unanimously pa-sed a vote of thanks t» him for the kind interest he had 
shewn in the borough apart from his official position. 


For the first time in American history, says the St. James’s Gazette, 
six women recently sat as jurywomen in Chicago in a case involving 
the case of an eight-year-old ‘‘ naughty child.’”’ The mother of the 
child said that separation from her would kill her little one, and 
there were touching scenes when the child was examined. Finally the 
women jurors decided that mother and child should be placed together in 
a public institution. The verdict was concurred in by six men in order 
to make it legal. 


Mr. Justice Kennedy and Mr. Justice Ridley have fixed the following com- 
mission days for hoiding the winter assizes on the Oxford Circuit : Reading, 
Saturday, January 30; xford, Wednesday, February 3; Worcester, 
Saturday, February 6; Gloucester, Friday, February 12; Monmouth, 
Friday, February 19; Hereford, Wednesday, February 24; Shrewsbury, 
Saturday, February 27; Stafford, Saturday, March 5; Birmingham, 
Monday, March 14. Mr. Justice Kennedy will not join the circuit until 
Stafford is reached. 


It was alleged against a debtor at Clerkenwell County Court, says the 
Globe, that he was an extravagant smoker, and that if he smoked less he 
would pay more. ‘‘ The stain on his fingers,‘’ said plaintiff's solicitor, 
** shows that he must smoke a large number of cigarettes.’’ ‘‘ I cannot 
accept staine? fingers as evidence of means,’’ said Judge Edge. Men have 
been accused of wealth on the ground that their babies have won prizes 
at shows, or that they wear aclesn collar every day, and the evidence has 
been received with rapture. But stained fingers, as the Irishman would 
say, are quite another pair of shoes. 


On Wednesday, says the Times, an adjourned meeting of creditors was 
held under a re-eiving order made on the 16th of November last in respect 
to the estate of Mr. James Henry Bird, solicitor, of Gresham-buildings, 
Basinghall-treet. Mr. E. L. Hough official receiver) dealt with three 
= of debt, including a proof for £15,050, which, he stated, had been 
odged in respect to money alleged to have been received by the debtor 
as solicitor for the trustees of the wills of Mrs. and Miss Charlotte Bond, 
the proving creditors being beneficiaries under those wills. He did not 
know the debtor’s whereabouts, and if he did not attend the sitting 
appointed for his public examination a warrant would be applied for. 


The statutory first meeting of creditors was held on Wednesday, says 
the Times, under a receiving order made in respect to the estate of Mr. 
John MeMillin, solicitor, of Bloomsoury-square, W.C., and Brondesbury- 
road, N.W. The official receiver said that the debtor’s story was simple. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1854, and began to practise in partnership 
with another in Dane’s-inn. Four or five years later his partner died, 
and the debt r had since practised alone in Bloomsbury-sqvare. The 
debtor had also stated: ‘‘ My Jianilities are chiefly in respect of money of 
my clients used by me for my own account, I should think this amou its 
to ab ut £20 000 or £30,000.’’ The liabilities to unsecured creditors were 
returned in the statement of affairs at £30,251, of which £20 495 repre- 
sented money due from the debtor as trustee or svlicitor. There were, in 
addition, creditors for £55,621, who were treated as fully secured. 


In the City of London Court on Thursday in last week, says the Zimes, 
the Postmaster-General sued several people for telephone rentals, and 
when the cases came before Mr, Registrar Ward, Mr. Brigna'l appeared on 
behalf of Sir Robert Hunter, the solicitor to the Post Office, to conduct 
them. The registrar refused to hear him becau-e he was not a solicitor. 
Mr. Brignallthen appealed to Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., to be heard, 
and contended that under section 12 of the Solicitors Act, 1874, per- 
mission was given to the solicitor to the Post Office to appear “‘ or a clerk 
or officer appointed to act for the solicitor.” 1t was not the practice for 
a Government solicitor to take out his certificate, as other solicitors were 
compelled to do, but nevertheless they appeared in courts, as well as their 
clerks, to conduct the business of the Crown. That was ove of the 
privileges of the Crown. He had been in the public service for ten years 
and was paid by money voted by Parliament. Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., 
thought the court could give Mr. Briguall leave to appear, just in the same 
way as he constantly heard a merchant's manager when the principal 
could not attend. 


In a case of Adams v. The Great Western Railway Co., under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, tried at the Marylebone County Court, 
Judge Stonor considered the legal definition of a warehouse. The 

mises. where the injury to the workman occurred were, says the Times, 
in the Minories, and goods generally remained there upon a platf rm only 
for a few hours, but were sometimes secured in the store for a night, and 
in spevial cases remained for a few nights. The question was whether the 
temporarily storing such goods by the respondents was warechourivg them, 
and woether the store itself was a ‘‘ warehouse ”’ within the section 7, sub- 
section 2, of the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897. The judge said 
that the correct primary definition of the word ‘‘ warehouse,” according 
to all. the. dictionaries, was eubstantially a ‘‘ storehouse or store for 





the ordinary and popular signification of the word ‘‘ warehouse’ wy 
wide as this definition, or whether it was restricted to the various pur 
circumstances, and manner for, under, and in which premises oth 
coming within this detinition were used. The second question tg 
decided was whether, if it was to be so restricted, the premises nog; 
question used for the purposes under the circumstances which he 
stated constituted a ‘‘ warehouse ’’ according to the ordinary and pop 
signification of the word. He ventured, but with some doubt, to 
that the premises now in question were in ordinary and popular signi 
tion ‘‘a warehouse’’ within section 7, sub-section 2, of the Act, andj 
applicant was entitled to compensation under the provisions of that 
since his writing this judgment an important case (Green v. Britten) on Soeur 
construction of the word ‘‘ warehouse ’’ had been decided by the Court¢ get si 
Appeal, and was reported in the Times of the 16th of December, and xo Right 
ventured to think that the conclusion at which he had arrived was; Bidirer s 
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Death. 


Raprorp.—On the 19th inst., at The Cliffe, Higher Broughton, Manchester, in his fi 
third year, Alfred Harvey Radford, Solicitor, of this city. 
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Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
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Luowurep 1x CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dee. 18. 

A. W. Dexnis & Bros, Lutrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 8, tom dame, Toons 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to a Salis +4 
Thomas Norton, 9, Old Jewry chmbrs. Shaen & Co, Bedford row, solors for liqu sal " 

Basrorp WickeErwokk Manuracturers, Limirep (1x Votuntary LiquipATion)—(Creb og ts 
tors are required, on or before Jan 28. to send in particulars of their debts or claims me 44; no = 
Edward Harlow, Grosvenor chmbrs, King st. Nottingham ag Na 

DonyLanD Suipyarps, Lourep Petn for winding up, presented Dec 14, directed tok gear he 
heard at the Town Ha‘'l, Colchester, Jan 19. Fuller, Coleman st, solor for petne, Fre 
ee 5 ee must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afte. Bantigh Cour 
noon of Jap Li 

Dry Dock Synpicate, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send thé by 4 » x 
bames and addre-ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard Hem Hes 
Hughes, 5 and 6, Billiterav. Neish & Co, Watling st, solors for liquidator BLN v1 

Grozyy SynptcatTe, Lutrep (in Liquipa*10n)—Creditors are required, on or beforeJa cian 
29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims et) 0 
Waiter Eacott, 9, Great St Helen’s na — 

Noraan H. Mount‘ory & Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan lb Baaey th st 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walz Deo is . 


_ Frank Trow, 12, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham Beyyos, JOH 
Nouveau Monpe anp Generat Minine Co, Luntrep—Creditors are required, on or befor 4 


Jan 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim, ng —— 
to Alfred W. Sully, 19 and 21. Queen Victoria st in Maser 


Rio Te*1p0 Coprer Mines, Limtrep (1x Ve: Luntary LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required, Dec 16 
on or before Feb 4. to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their dew 


or claims. to Thomas Greenhill, 70, Queen Victoria st —. 
“S.A C.” Synpicate, LimiTep (in Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required,a Burr, Hever 
or before Jan 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their dee Windsor 
od —— to Charles Jermyn Ford, 81, Cannon st. Negus, Bloomsbury sq, solori# Boop, FRep1 
quidator foh C 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Pn 
Limitrep in CHANCERY. Bangor 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 22. Davis, —_ 
Bangor City anp North Wares Miyerat Waters Co, Linitep (1s Vo.vyrat D om 

J ‘ i 99 : Ke, WILL 

LiquipaTion) - Creditors are required, on or before Jan 22, to send in their names ai Deol4 € 











. — and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Pritchard, Budhyfryi, Bowanps, Ge 
Ex.von Steamsuip Co, Limrrep - Creditors are required, on er before Feb 2, to send the —— on: 
names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Ande Dec 15 “¢ 
Gardner. 44, Dean st Newcas le uvon tyne Gnanaau, Fs 
Evart Haut, Limirep  Petn for win‘iug up, presented Dc 18, directed to be heard Ja Dec 15 ( 
12. Campion & Co, Old Broad st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must read Gamera, Gs 
the above-named n \t Ja'er than 6 o'clock in the a’ternoon: f Jan 11 4 Ord 1 
Loxpox Motor Omsisus Co, Limirep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on @ Hus. Anta 
b-fore Feb 8, to send their numes aud addresses, aud the particulars of their debtsa Dec 4 O 
elsims, to Osear Michael, 37, Walbrook. Hauds, London Wall, solor for liquidator Jouns, JAME 
NicuTmneaLe & Co, Grimspy, Limirep—Creditors are required, cn or before Jan %,b Merth: e! 
send their names and addressex, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Steph ie 7 
Macfarlane Forrester, Victoria chmbrs, Victoria st, Grimsby. Grange & Wintringhas, tar BD 
Gt Grimsby, svlors for liquidator Mostzy, W: 
Nortruers Cousties Traction (o, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan}, Dec 16 | 
to send their names and addr-sses, and the particulars of their de‘ts or claims, ¥ Musray, W 
William Crossman Spencer, Central bldgs, North Juhn st, Liverpool. Oppenheim & Manches 
St Helens solors for hquidator j Raisox & Ci 
Ruopesia Investment Co, Limirep ‘1s Votunrary Liquipation)—Creditors are requir, Oct 15 
on or before Feb 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb Rexs, Wark 
or claims to T. Donald, Salisbury House, London wall. Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton®), hampton 
solor for liquidator Rozixson, 
Smite, Parser, & Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, pr ted Dec 8, directed tol Dee 12 
heard Jan 12. Lloyd, Wormwood st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must SeweLL, Wr 

the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the af.ernoon of Jan 11 Lad 
Saaw, vr 
pool Pe 
¥ - Stzewan, F 

Creditors’ Not = 
realtors OtICeS. Smut, Epw 
° 16 

Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. Brocenaipe1 
Last Day or Cram. from, Dav 

London Gazette.—Fripay, Dee, 11. Dec 
Sykes, Jani 


Au.zy, Epwarp, Glossop, Derby Dec 26 Moran, Glossop udder: 







Amvuore, GrouGe, Angmering, Sussex Jani4 Verrall, ng | Tuomas, Da: 

Be.., ADELAIDE, Fulbam Jan 10 Moon, Queen Aune’s gate, Westminster Norwich 

Bianp. Boones Miius, Fordham, Cambridge, Market Gardener Jan 10 Ginn & Matthey, Txouas, Wi 

mbridge 

Buss, Jane Harriett, Brighton Jan81 Stuckey & Co, Brighton —e 

Buacess, Georcs, Whitmure, St«ffs, Farmer Deo 22 John-on. Newcastle, Staifs China’ D 

Caybier, Jane, West Ayton, Yorks March 1 Cook & F »wler, Srarborough Tuoryton 
Ayton, Yorks March 1 Cook & Fowler, Gessbenongh » oul Deo 18 

an 
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merchandize or goods,’’ and the first question to be decided was whether 


Ooarsz, Aztuun Percy Franxtyx, Lumberton, Rio Arriba, New Mexico 
Co, Victoria st, Westminster 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazatte.—Fripay, Dec. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aue, Feank Henry, Whitchurch, Southampton, Painter 
Salisbury Pet ve: 16 Ord Dee 16 
Asorasuy. CHARLES W1LL14m, Queen Victoria st High Court 


Pet July sv Ord Dev 15 
Apux, FxEDERICK #z0RGE, Putney, Precious Stone Agent 
High Court Pet sept14 Ord Dec 15 


Baxer Richarp Tuomas, Plumstead, Boot Maker Green- 
wich Pet Nov t8 Ord Dec 15 

BaspaL, Frep«Rick, Miranda rd Upper Holloway, Builder 
High Court Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 14 

BarwaaD, Grorce Juny, Caleduni«n rd, King’s Cross High 
Court P t Oct 40 Ord Dec 15 

Barsett Henay, Hackney rd, Lead Merchant High Court 
Pet Nuv13 Ord Dec 15 

Barxack Henry, Kilburn, Beer Retailer HighCourt Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Dre 14 

Beary Exxest Hpwarp, Devonshire Mews, South Wey- 
mouth st, Jobmaster High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord 

16 


Dec 

Bsyyox, Jonn Tuomas, Monmouth, Chemist 
Mm Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 14 

Borrgy, Ricnharp, and Tsomas Artuur Reeves, Ashton 
in Maxertield, Builders Wigan Pet Dec 8 Ord 

16 

Borrerett, Tuomas, Clifton, Bristol, Commercial 
Traveller Bristol Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 14 

Born, Henry Wewts, Maidenhead, Licensed Valuer 
Windsor Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Buop, Freperick Wiii1am, Herne Hill, Horse Dealer 
High Court Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 

Davies, Rosert Tuomas, Prestavyn, 
Bangor Pet Deci2 Ord Dec 14 

Davis, Gzorce Taomas, Gt Yarmouth 


Flint, Physician 


Gt Yarmouth Pet 


Dec 16 Ord Dee 16 
Doxe, Witttam, Christchurch, General Dealer Poole Pet 
Decl4 Ord Dec 14 


Eowarps, Georce ALFRED, Tredegar, Mon, Builder Trede- 
gar Pet Decl5 Ord Dec 15 

Evays, Heyry, Handsworth, Builder 
Dec15 Ord Dee 15 


Smarden, Kent, Farmer Jan 15 Mowll & Mowll, Ashford 
Kuexat, Cromwell pl, South Kensington Jan 10 Dimond & Son, 


Josera. Bexhill, MarketGardener Jan8 Ray, Hastin 
ull, Bedford row 
Pa.mer, Charing Cross rd, Umbrella Maker Jun‘18 Allward, Gray’s inn 


sq. Holborn 
Bsace, AMELIA, Lower Edmonton Jan19 Kennedy & Co, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Bari, CEPHAS, Glossop, Derby, Engineer D+c 26 Moran, Glossop 


Louisa Mantua, “sydenham,’’ St Helena Dec31 Watson & Co, Hammer- 
mith 


ng,1saac. Southport Feb1 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

USANNAH, Scarborough March1 Cook & Fowler, Scarborough 

Dee 31 Foster, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 

GoRNALL. U dan 14 
oszpu, North Shields Jan il Jobnson, North Shields 

Ropext ANTHONY. Bromsgrove, Worcester Feb6 Sanders, Bromsgrove 

Right Hon Cuagses Seater, MP, Upper Belgrave pl 


Huss, THomas, Maidstone Jan15 Mowll & Mowll, Ashford 

on, Sanau, Saddington, Leicester Jan 15 Nicholson, Market Harborough 

HvseeLt, Josera Kixe, Fulham Jani8 Hilder & Co, Je.myn st, 8t James’s 

Ivce, Lucy Anne, Christleton Hall. nr Chester Jan 12 Potts & Co, Chester 

Issacs, SamveL Davin, Kentish Town rd, Licensed Victualler Jan10 Isaacs, Berners st 


Jonysox, Jouy, Alne, Yorks Dec 22 Downs, Openshaw, Manchester m 
Joxes, WitLiaM, Ystalyfera, Glam, Butcher Jan 10 Evans, Ystalyfera, Glam 





| 





Grapgam, Frank. St George, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet | 


Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 

Ganistep, GeorGe, Bristol, Greengrocer Bristol Pet Dec 
M4 Ord Dec 14 

Haut, Anruur Joun, Shaldon, Teignmouth Exeter Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec 16 

Joxzs, James Jonny, Talgarth, Brecon, Road Surveyor 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 

McInivrz, Toomas WiLLiaM, Bradford, Pickle Manufac- 
turer Bradford Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 

Moatey, Wit.iam, Brightun,Haberdasher Brighton Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Musray, Wititam Hamittox, Chorlton upon Medlock, 
Munchester Manchester Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Rawsox & Co, Tuomas, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
Ot 15 Ord Dec 16 
8, Watkin Knyce, Wolverhampton, Hatter Wolver- 
hampton Pet Dec15 Ord Dee 15 

Rosixsox, ExizaseTH, Scarborough Scarborough 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Sewet,, Wiitiam, Hundet, Rothwell, nr Leeds, Bricklayer 
Leeds Pet Dec i4 Ord Dec 14 

Saaw, Wittaam Jonx, Watton, Liverpool, Builder Liver- 
pool Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 15 

Stzzmwax, Frank Frost, Liverpool, Clerk Liverpool Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dee 14 


Pet 


Stu, Eowix, Peckham High Court Pet Dee 16 Ord ; 
Deo 16 


Srocksaipcr, James Beary, Boltons, Cumberland, Husband- 
Pe...¥ reg 7 Pet ~ 14 Ord Dec l4 
x8, Davip, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker Liverpool Pet 
oe? Ord Dec 4” 
‘KES, Jabez, Holmtirth, nr Huddersfield, Greengrocer 
ttudderstield Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 14 
iomas, Davip Lieweiyy, Nor sich, Medical Practitioner 
Norwich Pet Dee 14 Ord Dec 14 
fomas, Wittiam Danigx, Ynvshir, ar Pontypridd, Colliery 
~ Contractor Pontypridd Pet Deo 15 Oxd Dec 15 
loMPson, WILLIAM Francis, Wisbech 8t Peter, Cambridge, 


China Dealer King’s Lynn Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Tuonvrox, ALEXANDER Ger, Morecambe Preston Pet 
Deols Ord Dec 16 


| Kinstry, Water, Ashby, Lincs. Bricklayer 


| Mortey, CaARLEs, 


Jones, WILLIAM FREDERICK, 
Lyao, Sampson, Chesterfield 


& Co, Grac hurch st 
Nasu, ANN GERTRUDE. Ss 


Pouxp+ i, Taomas, Derby 


Ciarke & Co, Blackpool 


Jan 20 wruces & Attlee, 


Rosisson, Joseps, C 
borough st 















TucHVERDERBER, ALTER, Manchester, Fruiterer Manchester 
et Dec 12 Ord Deo 15 
Wixrinsoy, Watters Epwin, Chesterfield, Baker Chester - 
field Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 
Woopncock, Jouy Wma, Crofton, Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Anperson, Cuartes Wriiiam. Queen Victoria st 
at12 Bankru;tey bidgs, Ca ey st 

Apiix, "repERicn Georce, Putney, Precious Stone Agent 
Dec 81at1t Bankruptry bidgs, Carev st 

Baipwin, Tuomas, Bridlington. Watchmaker Dec 30 at 
11.80 74, Newhorough *carborough 

Bares, Epwarp Norwich, Broker Dec 28ati11 Off Re, 
8 King st’ Norwich , 

BArpatt, Freperr kK Miranda rd, Upper Holloway, Builder 
Dec 30 at 1 Bankruptey bldgs Care: st 

BuryanD, ‘+z -RGt Jonn Caledoniunrd King’s Cross Jan4 
atti Bankruptcy hidgs, Car-y st 

Barx.tt Henry, Hackney 1d, Lead Merchant Jan lat 1 
Bankruotcv bldgs, Carey st 

Barrack, Hewry, Kilburn, Beer Retailer Dec 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bassrorp, Grorcz Henry, Loughborough, Confectioner 
Dec 90 at 12.30 Off R-c, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Jan4 


Newport, | Bioor, Joun, Gedling, Notts, Commission Agent Dec 29 


at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st. Nottingham 

Buytn, Caartes ArtTnur, Peckham, Corn Dealer Dec 30 
at.11 Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 

Bupp, Freperick Witi1am Herne Hill, Horse Dealer Jan 
lati12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Caron, Ersest Haves, and James Sioan, Dford, Builders 
Jan4ati2 14, ford row 

Cartrr, Susannan, Colne, Lancs, Greengrocer Dec 30 at 
11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Curp, Cranes, Putne: 
way app, London Bridge 

Frenp.cx, Cooper, Methw. ld, Norfolk, Farmer 
1230 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Frayxisa, Leovarp, Kingston upon Hull, Bricklayer Dec 
30 at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Garr. Joun, Pontypridd, Boot Maker Dec 29 at 12 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


Jan 2 at 


hie | GrouspwaTeErR, WiLL1aAmM Maenvs, Manchester, Grey Cloth 
Birmingham Pet | 


Merchant Dec 31 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Hererorp-Lavey and Cuapman, Grosvenor mans Jan 1 
at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


| Hoventox, R F, Francis st. Tottenham Court rd Dec 29 at 


11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hvutcains. Gzorcr D Ovty, Elgin av, Maida Vale, Clerk 
Dec 31 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

Irvine. Artaur, Leigh on Sea, Essex Jan 1 at 12 
Bedford row 

Jounstone, CuHartes James, Bexhill, Draper Dec 81 at 
12.30 County Court Nffices, 24 Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Joxes, Wittiam Argtnur and James Martry: aur, Man- 
chester, Coloured Goods Merchants Dec 30 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, Bvrom st, Manchester 


14, 


Dee 30 at 11 
Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Krexuay, Frepericx, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Painter Dec 
30 at 11 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Lavyoaster. Setu, Colne, Lancs, Coal Merchant Dec 30 at 
11.15 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Lewis, Rers Martin, Chelsea, Chemist Jan 4 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, 


MolInstyre, uae, Caren u1aM, Bradford, Pickle Manu- 
facturer Dee 81 at3 Off Rec, 29, fyrrel st, Bradford 

Maatiy, Emma, Fleetwood, Lanes, D: 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

‘orest Side, Notts, Plasterer Dec 29 
at 12 Off Ree, 4. Castle p!, Park «t Nottingham 

Napter, E, Bickenhall mans, Baker st Dec 30 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Perry, Joun, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Engine Driver Dec 
29 at 2 Imperial Hotel, Colwyn Bay 

Pytzx Joux, Newcastle upon Tyne, Grocer Dec 28 at 11 


Off 
Rarson & Co, Toomas, Leadenhallst Dec3latil Bank- 
ruptey bldgs. Carey st 


| Rasutey, Harey Marsnart, 8t Helen's, I of W. Baker 


Dec 29at4 Off Rec, 19, Guay Newport, I of W 
Rosrnson, Evizasets, Scarborough Dec30at12 (4, New- 
LN, Co Pro 
. K, Hope, y, mpany moter 
Deo 80 at 11.90 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 





, Builder Dec 31 at 11.30 24, Rail- | 


raper Dec 30 at 11.30 


Shrewsbury, . 
March 10 “Taylor & Emmet, Shet 
Moraisox, Caro.mwe Heseietta, Stuckeridge, Umhlaii, Victoria, 


Leonards on Sea Dec 31 Cameron & Co, Old Br>ad st 

Nrxox, Joun, B yth. Northumperland Feb9 Newlands & Newlands, South Shields 

Ocpey. Jonny, Chadderton, ar Oldham Jan7 Garsiie, Oid 

Painter. Josepu, Adderbury, Oxford, Yeoman Jan 15. Kilby, Banbury 

Park Joseru, Bournemouth Feb 13 Emsiey & Co. Leeds 

Pitpitos, Joun Tuomas. Ravensiea rd, Wandsworth Common, Surveyor Jan 30 Young 
& uo Ely pl, Holbo n circus 

Jan 31 Stone & 

Pxers, Jave, Cotty,nr Bridgeod Jan 16 Ran 

Puce, Joan James, Malvern Link, Book 8 oli Manager 

Pucu Tuomas, Broadoak Abbeycwwhir. Radnor : : 

Rxgs. uo s. Caerphilly,Glam, Ionkeeper Jan tl Spickett & Sons, Caerphilly 

Reip, Jase, Westbourne ter, Hyd» Park Jan lé 

Rice James, Littleborough, Lancs Dec18 Butcher Biackpool 

rockham H. 
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Jones, Rey Wri11am Antuur, Bwichgwyn, Denbigh Jan4 Chamberlain & Johnson, 
Liandudno 


Printer Jan9 ew 2 ant Geer 
Natal Feb9 Simpson, 


Syencato, Wirksworth, Derby 
all © Co, B idgend 

Jan 15 Russell Malvern Link 
eb9 Vaughan, Builth 

Gardisty & Co, Gt Marlborough st 


ill, Edea Bridge, Kent Jan 30 Gardisty & Co, Gt Marl- 


SANDERSON, JOHN, Scarborough Jan %3 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 

Sayyor, Wi1ii1aM, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufa turer March 10 Ssynor. Sheffield 

Srepaey, Cugistiva, Neweas'leupon Tyne Jan v0 Armstrong & S2as, Newcastle on Tyne 

Tucker, Joun, Newport.lof W Jan13 Ray, Hastings ’ 

Wepser, ee pay ae Txornuit, Bishop of Brisbane, Queensland Jin 7 Giraud 
& ey Cursitor st 

Woop, Henry, Kingston on Hull, Ironmonger Jan 30 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 





Surru, Jonx, Wisdsor, Nurseryman Dec 30 at 3 ld, 
Bedford row, 
— Peckham Dec 31 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


rey st 
Srocxsriper, James Beaty, Boltons, Cumberland, Hus- 


bandman Dec 30 at 12 Off Ree, 34, Fisher st, 
Carlisle 
Storr, Junxn Wessrer, Dudley, Worcester, Electrical 


ao Dec 29 at 11 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton 

st, TT y 

Srrone, Henny, Woburn, Draper Dec 30at12 Bankruptcy 
b.dgs, Cures st 

Tuomas, Davip Liuewe vty, Norwich, Metical Practitioner 
Dec v8at 1l.od Off Rec, 8, King st. Norwich 

Wisaere S.mee., Cardiif, Tobacconist Deco0at3 117, 
Sc Mary st, Cardiff 


ADJUDIC aTIONS., 


Auer, Frank Henry, Whitchuch, Southampton, House 
Decorator Salisbury Pet bee 16 Ord Dec '6 

ANDREWS, GeoRGE JamEs, Stroud Green rd, Finxbury Park, 
Iroumouger High Wourt Pet Nov7 Ord Dec l4 

BeargDwe.t, Wii.t1amM TuwnsHenn, «seot, Becks, Tron- 
mooger King ton, Surrey Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 14 

Bexiix1, Giovasn1 Pietro, Jvbaonesburg, 8 Afri 
kestaurateur High Court Pet Sept3 Ord Dec 15 

Beyyon, Joun Tromas. Monmouth, Uhemist Newport, Mon 
Pet Dec 14 Ord vee 14 

Bupp, Fxeperick Wriiiam. Herne Hill, Horse Dealer High 
Court Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 35 

Bosne.i, Taomas, Westbourne grove, Umbre'la Manufac- 
tuer High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Dec 15 ¢ 

Capon, Ernest Haves, and James Sioas, ford, Builders 
Cheimsfo.d Pet Nov 21 Ord Dee 12 

Cuarket, Parrick Francis, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 12 

Cooper, Sipney Caarces, Luton Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet Nov v6 Dee 15 

Rosert Tuomas, Prestatyn, Flint, Physician 

r Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 14 

Duke, iLL1am, Christchurch, Furniture Dealer 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Epwasps, Groxce A.rFrep, Tredegar, Mon, 
Tredegar Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 


Davigs, 
Poole 


Builder 


| Epwarps, Jonn, Hanley,Grocer Hanley Pet Novi9 Ord 
5 


Dec 1 
Haywarp, ~~ Christchurch, Jeweller Poole Pet Noy 
4 


24 Ord L 

HensHatt, James, Middlewich, Coach Builder Crewe 
P.t bec2 Ord Dec 16 

Hoveutos, Rosert Frankuy. Francis st, 
Courtrd High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord Dee 14 

Irvine, ARTHUR, —~ 9 on Sea, Chelmsford Pet 
Nov4 Ord Deci 

Jonrs, Epwixn Epmunp, Heath, Kent, Dairyman 
Rochester Pet Nov 25 O.d Dec 14 

Jones, James Joun, Tal , Brecon, Road Surveyor 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec lé 


Mappa est, A,8 »uth-nd on Sea, Builder High Court Pet 
Oct 16 Ord Dec 9 


Murray, Wimu1am Hamtitox, Choriton upon Medlock 
Manchester Pet Dee 16 Ord Dre 16 


| Peartstoxg, Davin, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker Liverpool 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 16 


Poxsrorp, Taomas, Newport, Mon, Merchant Newport, 
Mon Pet Aug 24 Ord Dec 15 
Rees, Warxin Ruyce, Wolverhampton, Hatter Wolver- 


hampton Pet Dec15 Ord Dee 15 
Reape, Euizapern, Scarborough Scarborough Pet 
1 1 


Rvsskt1, Saepet, Kensington High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord 
Dec t 
Srwei., Wiitiam, Hunslet, Rothwell, nr Leeds, Bricklayer 
Leeds Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
, Clerk Liverpool Pet 


S.ieeman, Frank Frost, Liverpool 
Dee 14 Ord D-cl4 

8r1Lt, Eowrx, Peckham, Surrey High Court Pet Dec 16 
Ord Dee 16 


Srocxpaiwer, James Braty, Boltens, Cumberland, 
Husbendman Pet Deo l4 OD cl 
Tuomas, Davip Luewa.tyy, Norwich, ical Practi 


Norwiea Pet Dec 14 Ord Dee 4 
Tuomas, Wittiam Dawniet, Yoyshir, nr Pontypridd, Colliery 
Contractor Pont DevclS Ord Dec 15 
Txompson, Witt1aM Francois, Wisbech Saint Peter, Cam- 
bridge, King’s Lynn Pet Decié Ord 


Preston Pet 


Tuorntox, ALExanNDER Guy, Morecam! 
Dee 15 


Ord Deo 15 : 
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ae ALTER. 5 ep Fruiterer Man- 

Iwige Pistia aaah Ses, Famer King, 
ac, Wittiam James, West: ont ‘armer 
Surrey Pet Oct 12 Ord Dec 1 

WIitktnsow. Watter Epwry, Chesterfield, Baker Chester- 
field PetDci5 Ori Dec 15 

Woopcock Joay + mira Nia ae Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 1 


Amended notice substituted for that - >) Bee in 
the London Gazette of Dac 8 


Hauson, Wasry Avexanver. Winchester, Tobacconist 
Winches:er Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Ke.nam, Magtua Jane, and Exviza Anve Ketnan, Lin- 
. Milliners Lincoln Adjud May 2, 1890 Annnl 
Dee 14, 1903 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec 22. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Cuagies, and ALFRED eM Boyp. 
8 Dec Ord 


Bown, Henry 
Swind ers on Pet 


ion, Je 
18 


Borr, Cuasters Epwarp Eactz, Leadenhall st High 

Court Pet Nov 20 Dec 18 

Brooxs, Waiter, Heywood, Lancs, Cordial Manufacturer 

ton Pet Deci8 Ord Dec 18 

Baown, Inomas Henay, Derby Manchester Pet Dec 19 
Ord Dee 19 

Bruytox, Frepericxe WItviam, Bares, Norfelk, 
Baker Norwich Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 1 

Carsyey. Peter Kear, ea pt tA Bradford 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 1 

Cragxe, Gronce catce, Edghaston, Bieninghem, 

@ ras, J 6g ny Pet gE Mg = na 
a7Es, Jouw Herseet, Batley, Yor! ary 
Dec 1% Ord Dec 18 


Copp Som sues 5 Harringay Park Chelmsford Pet 
lov 25 


Gnsamee, Wairr. Hove Fdge. Brighouse, Stone Merchant 
Halifax Pet Dec 18 ~~ i 

Dawmizis, Grosar, Forest Gate, Es:ex, Cabinet Maker 
High Court Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

Drxoy, Groromwa eer Brompton sq High Court 
Pet Nev 12 Ord Dec} 

Firzereaip. J W,+now nin ns — seen Agent High 
Court Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

Farssp, James, ‘‘roydon. Trnctiom Eng‘ne Proprietor 
Cpoy Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 15 

Fro:rt Wiiiram Durant, N-w Rroad st, Commission Mer- 
chant Pet N'v25 Ord Dec 1% 

Gitzs Francis Harry, Teicher bn. Furniture Dealer 
Brentfod Prt Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Goons, Faascis, Sparkhill Worcester, Barman Birming- 
ham Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

Gnomon, 3 Bn an Wigan,Grocer Wigan PetDec18 Ord 


Mayyros, Bzysamin, Goose Green, Pemberton, Coal Dealer 
Pet Der i9 Ord Dec 19 : 
asset Wiiisam Ernest Kexirxe Leyton, Eesex, Furni- 
tue Maker High Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 
Hour, Hesey, Arundel a. Strand, Solicitor High 
Pet Rept 39 Ord Dec 


Horr, Bicuarp eae Wouter, West Bromwich West 
Bromwich Pet Dee7 Od Dec 1 

Jack, Wit: 1am Epwarp Asutox, Egremont, ne Tha 
Merchant Liverpool Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 1 

Jouxs, Wiis1am Hreay. Pembr ke, Fitter Fenijoche 
Dock Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Jougs. Davin Cuar.es, Swansea, Carpenter Swansca 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Kyow:.xs, Epwarsp James, Atherton, Biscuit Merchant 
bolton Pet Dec ls Ord Dec 18 

Lever, Wii11am Hevey, Tidmorden, Fishmonger Burnley 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 


Marruews, Freverick, jun, New Broad st, Leather Mer- 
chan h Court Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 7 

Muaty Joun Frepericu, Weston super es, Solicitor 
Bristol Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 17 


Overtox, Jacos, Litcham, Norfolk, Hawker Norwich 
Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 


Porrsr, Fraxx, Horsham, Brickmaker Croydon Pet Nov 
27 Ord Dec 15 
Powsgtt, James Howe.t, Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet 
Dec 4 Ord Dec Yi = “ Laks 
ENJAMIN, Tt Bangor, Carnarvon, Commission 
—— Pet Dee 17” Ord Dee 17 


Ropers, Tuomas Evans. Tinsliwehaiace, Newtown, Mont- 
Credit Draper Newtown "Pet Dec 17 Ord 


7 
SHaDweiL, Barnes, Seubetige Wells. High Court Pet 


Oct 16 Dee 
x Joun, Lever, Joiner Bolton Pet Dec19 Ord 


Surrn, Gzosoe Asrnt, Daybrook, Notts,Grocer Notting- 
ham, Pet Dec 16 Ori Dec 16 
Woodford, an, Draper High Court 


17 
Srenxpaie & Co, A, Kensal Sag aman Merchants High 


Court Pet Nov 28 Ord 
Parca, Sart Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Dec 3 
Texiswuop, Cuar.es Groroz Hewny, Ladbrook grove, 

ee High Court Pet Nov 5 


Watiacn. Apetare, York rd, King’s Cross Mligh Court 
P-t Nov 10 Ord Dee 17 

Warens. Juun, Aberdaie, Glam, Builder Aberdare Pet 
ec 17 Ord Deo 17 

‘Wieciesworta, Juny, b age Glos, Flock Manufac- 
wurer Oxford Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Wit: Cuastzes Witeerrorce, Wimborne Minster, 

Cycle Agent Poole Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 17 

Wiuss0x, Joux Tuomas, Stockton on Tees, Foreman Fitter 
stockton on Tees Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

Whaicar, Cuantes, Wakefield, Draper Wakefield Pet 
Des 19 Ord Dec 19 





FIRST MEETINGS . 


Atuzr, Feavx Henry, Whitchurch, Southampton, House 
Decorator Dee 30 at 12 Off Reo. Endless st. Salisbury 
Agnotp, Wit' tam Heney, Caerleon, Mon, Fruit Merchant 
Jantatil Off Rec W stgate chmbrs, N wport, Wen 
Bartuett, Wititam James, Yatrad Rhondda, Glam, 
hs Cuntractor Jan4at3 185, Bigh st, Merthyr 


; “> Wituam Towssnenp, Ascnt, Teenmenger 


Dec 30 at 11.30 24. Reilwsy spp London "Bri¢ge 

Berry, Eexzsr Fowarp Weymvuth st, Shanr Jan 5 
at 1 Bankruptey bidga, Carey st 

Beynon Jonny THomas, Mo mouth, Chemi=t Jan 1 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Westgate ‘chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

BicxyeLt, Taruiss Minp.eton., Smethwick, Staffs, Car- 
penter Dec 30at11 174, Corporation st. Birmingham 

Bort. Cuartes EpwarpD p Biol, Leadenhall st Jan 6 at 12 
Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey 

Brive, Rosert, Poole Blacksmith Dec 30 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, Endless at, Salisbury 

Cursyry. Peter Kerr, Bradford, Accountant Jan 1 at 3 
Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bredford 

Coates. Jonny Hersert, Batley, Yorks Dec 30 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation s‘, Dewsbury 

Dantets, Groxer, Forest Gate, Essex, Cabinet a dew 
Jan 6 at 11 aay A bldgs. Ca-ey st 

Davis. —— Tuomas, Gt Yarmouth Jan 2 at1 Off 

8, King st, Norwich 

Dux, ‘WILttaM, Christchurch. Southampton, General 
Dealer Dec 30 at 12.45 Off Rec, Endless st Salisbury 

Dunnine, Percy Atsert, Frome, Somerset, Baker Jan 1 
at i215 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Harpine, ALBERT, Rath, Waiter Jan 1 at 1130 Of Ree, 
26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hettyer. Rupert Acate, New Malden. Surrey, Grocer 
Jan lat1130 24 Biowich, Oo London Bridge 

HensHatt, James, Miidlewich, Coach Builder Dec 30 at 
1t Roval & tel Crewe 

Hosss, Wittram Piums, Northampton, Baker Dec 31 at 
12 Off Re, Bridge st, N.rthampton 

Horcarnsow, Cecrt Farrpatrn, Drogheda, Ireland Jan 4 
at 12 Court House. Northallerton 

Jack, WiLL1AM FDwaRD AsHton, Egremont, Chester, Tea 
Merchant Dec 30 at 12 Off Ree 35. Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jeys1scs, ManTHa Hannan. and Jane Jackson, Leeds, 
MilJiners Dec 39 at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Kent, Freerrick Witiiam, West Norwood, Provision 
Dealer Jan 5 at 239 aw bldgs, Carey st 

Lewis. Francis, Penrhieceiber, Glam, Butcher Jan 5 at 
12 185, High at. Merthyr Tydfil 

Marrsews Freperics, jun, New Broad st. Leather Mer- 
chant Dec 90 at 7.20 Bankruptcy Wldgs, Carey st 

oom tr&‘%,D T, Hereford, Coal Factors Dec 30 at 
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20 2, Offa at. ge 

Minotaur CyciE Co, Windsor, Cycle Dealers Jan 4 at 
8 14, Bedford row 

Moetey., Wirian Brig ten, Haherdasher Jan 7 at 10.30 
Off Rec. 4, Pavilion bidgs. Brighton 

Moss. Harowy Kexnetu Hoddesdon, Herts Jan 1 at 12 
Off Rec. 14. Bedford row 

Mouaty, Joun Freperick, Weston sn Mare, Solicitor 
Jan 1at1230 Off %ec, 26. Baldwin st, Bristol 

Parisu, ALBERT Fpwarb, Aston, Birmingham, Hosier Jan 
latil 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Pgartstone. Davin, Liverpon', Cabinet Maker Dec 30 at 2 
Off Rec, 3%, Victoria -t, Live 1 

Pootz. ALEXANDER ALFRED, Hind«worth, Grocer Dec 31 
at,12 174, Corporation +t. Birm ingham 


Buers, Henry Wer.s, Maidenhead, Licensed 
Windsor Pet Dect4 Ord Dec 18 

Coates, Jouw Hersert, Batley, Yorks Dewsbn 
Dec 18 rd Dee 18 

Cot.iins, WautER. Hove Edge, Brighouse, Stone } 
Halitax Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Dantets, Georcs. Forest Gate. Essex, Cabinet 
High Court Pet Lec 17 Ord Dee 17 

Davis, agg Tuomas, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmonth) 

-cl 

Brass, Aes, seeenerty, Builder Birmingham 
Dec 15 Ord De 7 

GegriscG Saat. Hanwell, Builder Brentford Pe 
15 Ord Decl ‘ 

Granam, A ag Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet D 

ec 18 


Hawi, Argtaur Joun, Teignmouth Exeter Pet JD 
Dec 17 7 
_— Brensamin, Goose Green, Pemberton, 
Wigan Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 
Harper, loa tam Ernest KeEexinc, Leyton, 
Furniture Dealer High Court Pet Dec 17 Ord D 
Jack, Witu1Am Epwarp Asutoyx, Egremont, Chester, 
Merchant Liverpool Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 18 
Joan, Jos1an, Glanne Wells, nr Builth, Brecon, Mj 
Water Proprietor Newtown Pet Nov 16 Ord D 
Jouyns, Wiiu1aM Henry, Pembroke, Fitter Pemb 
Dock Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Jounsrong, Cuartes James, Bexhill, Draper H 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dee 18 
Jones, CHARLES JOSEPH, em Photographer 
Court Pet Nov 25 Ord De 
Jonzs, Davip CHARLES, Seaman, Reauites Swansea 
Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
Know es, Epwarp James, Atherton, Lancs, Biscuit 
chant Bolton Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 
Lever, Witu1am Wewry, Todmorden, Fishmonger 
ley Pet Dec17 Ord Dec17 : 
LonaFre.p, Airrep. Birmingham,Carpenter Birming| 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 18 
Moser, Witu1am, Brighton, Haberdasher Brighton 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Overton, Jacos. Litcham, Norfolk, Hawker No 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
Powe.t, James Howa.t, 
Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
Roseets, Bexsamin, Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, Commi 
Agent Bangor Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Roserts, Tuomas Evans, Lanllwchaiaro, Newtown, 
gomery, Draper Newtown Pet Dec 17 Ord De: 
<1 1 Gt Lever, Joiner Bolton Pet Deg 
Dec 1 
Suita, Anew Lower Clapton rd High Court Pet Se 
Ord Dec 17 


SmitH, Gzora« ALBert, Daybrook, Notts, Grocer Nott 
sam Pet Dec i6 Ord Nec 16 
Suita, Joun, Windsor, Florist Windsor Pet Nov 14 
1 


Dec 16 

Syxers, Jasez, Holmfirth, nr Huddersfield, Greeng 
Hudd:r-field Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 15 

TERRiLy, ANNIE Janz. ” eae cate Cornwall Truro 
Oct 28 Ord Dec 1 

Taary, Epwiy, ot Butcher High Court 
Nov 25 Ord Dee 17 

Toppine, Epwis Samvew. Queen’s Park, Medical 
titioner High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Dec 19 

Watters, Joun, Aberdare, Builder Aberdare Pet D 
Ord Dec 17 

We.iarp, Harry, Ramegate. Firewood Merchant ( 
bury Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 19 ’ 

Wuaitrie.p, Canistoruer, Aberdeen pl, Maida Vale, B 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 17 

Witxinson, Harry. Birmingham, Shroud Maker 
mingham Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 18 

Witurams, Cuarixss WIiILsexFrurce, Wimborne Min 
Dorset, Cycle Agent Poole Pet Dec15 Ori Dee 

Wiitson, Joun Tomas, Stockton on Tees, Fitter Sta 
ten on Tees Pet Lec 17 Ord Dect 

Wricat, Cuar.es, Wakefield, Draper Wakefield Pet 
19 Ord Dec 19 , 

ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Daniets. Witiiam, Coatham, Redcar, York, High B 
Mid ~_ omy ¥ Adjud May 5, 1892 Annul Dec 18) 

Cameron, Jonn Ranvdowtrn, Queen's sq, Lancaster. 
tioneer Preston Adjud June 22, 1899 Annul Ne 


Swansea, Draper 8 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring © 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it 
requested that application be made direct 
the Publisher. at 27, Chancery-lane. 





Roserrts, Toomas Evans, Llan)lwchaiarn, Newtown. Mont- 
Emery. Credit Drap-r Jan 14 at 10 1, High st, 
wtown 
RosentHat Jacos, Birmingham, Tailor Dec 31 at11 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 
Sewertt, Wiiuiam, Rothwell, or ieee, Builder Dee 30 
at 1130 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Saw, Witiiam Jouy, Walton. Liv i. Builder Dec 30 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Srapir, Samvet, “he; on Mallet, Som: Stone Merchant 
Jan 1 at12 Off . 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Steet, M, South Woodford, Essex, Draper Jan 4 at 11 
Bank ruptey bides, Carey ‘st 
Srerwpate & Co, A, Kensal Rise, Boot Merchants Jan 5 
at12 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 
Sutton, Groree, a, Saddler Dec 31 at 3 Off 
Ree, Byrom st, Mancheste 
Sykes, JaBez, Holmfirth. <4 Huddersfield, Greengrocer 
Dec 3lat3 Off Rec, Prudential bldgs, ‘New st, Hud- 
dersfield 
—— Rozsert Henry, Devonport, Carpenter Jan7 at 11 
6, Athenzenm ter, Plymow h 
Tuomas, Davin, Pla‘na, —. Coal Miner Dec 30 at 3 
135, High st, gg Eo 
Topp, Anruor, Ripon, Yor! Toaatoctanetts Agent Jan 
4at11.15 Court house, Northallerto 
Vax Geiprr, Pinter. Sowerby Britge.. Yorks, Eng 
Dee 30at3 Off Rec, Townhal' chmbrs, Halifax 
Watiace, Ape.aiws, York rd, King's Cross Jan 4 at 12 
Benkrnptey bldgs, Carey st 
Warrnouse, Bicnarp W1i1134m. Kingston upon Hull, 
Timmer Dec 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinitv House In; 
ull 
Wicxsam, Groras Sreruen. Warminster. Wilts, Wheel- 
ge oe tat 11.35 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
bie D . Birmingham "Jan lat 12 174, Cor- 
7 . Ouirrrm, Colwyn Bay. Denbigh, Tailor Dec 
20 at. 1 chmbrs, Eastg:te row. ‘ hester 
ILLIAM, Crofton, Yorks, Grocer Dec 
90 at 11 Off Béc. 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


Woononcx ye 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arxsox, Rosert, Smethwick. Staffs, Furgeon West 
"“Bromwich Pet ‘Nov 2 Ord Dee 18 
, Botanical Brewer 


Brooxs, Water. Heywood, 

Bolton Pet Dec 18 Ord Deacie” 18° 
Brows, Tuomas Hexny, Buxton Manchester Pet Dec 19 
Ord Dee 19 


Braustox, Farpssicoek Wii.iam, Ramongasen, Norfolk, 
Baker Norwich Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 








TRE and THIEF RESISTING SA 
size 9ft. high, Sft. 10in. wide, 2ft. lin. deep, 
over two tons; inride fitted with five iron cup 
numerous partitions, inclosed by two very massive 4 
bare fitted with five drawers; all with keys comp 
sale price, £60.—H111, Valuer, Wordsley, Stouz bridge, 





To Students attending Legal Classes, 
Ceres APZRTMENTS, with 
without Board; bath-room and bicycle shed; t 
moderate.— Apply, Mrs. L (Widow of a Solicit 
isneger , 3, erbiooke-road, Clapham Common (Wi 
Ride), 8.W. 





£50) » £25,000, or Upwards.—Le 

nt m mettonge can be immediat 

ged on aval hold or Leasehold Securities, Re 

ens, Cr beuliie Life Interests, or other eligible Securi 

Weeklies not entertained. Not trust funds. — Appl 

Wiruiam P. Fag tm em Pinner’s Hall, Gréa® 
Winchester-street, m 








